COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY 
AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


UNIVERSITY 
OF MICHIGAN 


HEARINGS OCT 3 1956 


BEFORE A MAIN 
P REAM ROOM 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


ON 


S. 3588 


A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR THE COMPULSORY INSPECTION BY 
THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE OF 
POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 
AND 


S. 3983 


A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR THE COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS SO AS TO PROHIBIT THE 
MOVEMENT IN INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COMMERCE OF 
UNSOUND, UNHEALTHFUL, DISEASED, UNWHOLESOME, OR 
ADULTERATED POULTRY OR POULTRY PRODUCTS 


JUNE 18, 19, AND 26, 1956 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1956 








COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY 








OF MICHIGAN 


HEARINGS OCT 3 136 


BEFORE A MAIN 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


ON 


S. 3588 


A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR THE COMPULSORY INSPECTION BY 
THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE OF 
POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 
AND 


5. 3983 


A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR THE COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS SO AS TO PROHIBIT THE 
MOVEMENT IN INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COMMERCE OF 
UNSOUND, UNHEALTHFUL, DISEASED, UNWHOLESOME, OR 
ADULTERATED POULTRY OR POULTRY PRODUCTS 


JUNE 18, 19, AND 26, 1956 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICH 
WASHINGTON : 1956 








COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Louisiana, Chairman 


OLIN D. JOHNSTON, South Carolina #HORGE D. AIKEN, Vermont 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, Florida MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota 
JAMES O,. EASTLAND, Mississippi EDWARD J. THYE, Minnesota 
EARLE C, CLEMENTS, Kentucky BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, Iowa 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota KARL EB. MUNDT, South Dakota 

W. KERR SCOTT, North Carolina JOHN J. WILLIAMS, Delaware 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, Kansas 


Cotys M. Mouspr, Chief Clerk 





SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND GENERAL LEGISLATION 


EARLE C. CLEMENTS, Kentucky, Chairman 


JAMES O. EASTLAND, Mississippi ROURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, Iowa 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri JOHN J. WILLIAMS, Delaware 


It 





DEPOSITED BY THE 
WNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 





Statement of— , . Page 
Aiken, Hon. George D., a United States Senator from the State of 
WORIAOIIS. 6 oo 5 a Se i nennds aes eethesieaaiome 19 
Alp, Herbert H., director, poultry department, American Farm Bu- 
VORA DIINUROIR Sonim ocean onesie aha <> tah s4eeiee oleae emnaihaiel 52 
Baker, John A., coordinator of legislative services, National Farmers as 
TU Raa aie on id de: ings Siem an eek halls petinen do ney ghia te cence ta R eile 
Barker, Shirley W., directot, poultry department, Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America (AFL-CIO), 
CEN ea nn ne eee el aia ssid tie 99 
Bennett, Hon. Wallace F., a United States Senator from the State of - 
ee ee ne te i eee on en ae 
Beyers, Herbert, secretary, Norbest Turkey Growers’ Association, 
Salt Lake City, Utah....____-- « snebcsscades hae odet ones 177 
Booras, Mrs. J. A., assistant to legislative chairman, Housewives 
WRG Sho cc nak ona cou seduce aene lis <pie saad et eke eaaae 110 
Bucy, Charles W., Assistant General Counsel, Office of the General 
Counsel, United States Department of Agriculture_............-. 41 
Butz, Hon. Earl L., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture._........-.. 28 
Carbaugh, Harry C., president, Tennessee Egg Co., Chattanooga, 
Tenn., representing the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association, the 
Georgia Poultry Federation, and the Alabama Poultry Federation... 167 
Carpenter, Dr. Cliff D., president, Institute of American Poultry 
TYENETOR, SUDURING, SIE Ss icc nc. obec an cas cede tae ee oe 136 
Christgau, T. H., manager, Poultry and Turkey Processing Opera- 
tions, Land O’Lakes Creameries, Inc., Minneapolis, Minn... __-- 192 
Danish, Andrew E., president, Northeastern Poultry Producers 
Ouamen Trees Mo Pe ee ee a eee 182 
Fulbright, Hon. J. W., a United States Senator from the State of 
SP Heb sige Secon 6 baw ce dceebaeen thas csc eas ee 119 
Furnish, Kenneth C., Sr., manager, Cordova Poultry Plant, Schluder- 
berg-Kurdle Co., Cordova, ang cae Rae pn aa Race 196 
Gil, Joseph N., commissioner of agriculture, State of Connecticut, 
Hartford, ON i vcinink eee con a Scenes shies succigea et iis ae eee 61 
Harvey, John L., Deputy Commissioner, Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare..........-. 44 
Haskin, Dr. Aaron H., city health officer, Newark, N. J........---- 94 
Hawks, Charles D., general manager, Arkansas Poultry Federation, 
eel SOOM, MEMS rc ne ooo code ee awed ahs 121 
Heinze, G. A., executive secretary, Minnesota Poultry, Butter & Egg 
Association, Minneapolis, Minn... .._......-......-....----.--- 179 
Housh, Chester C., National Turkey Federation, Elkton, Va__- ~~~. 184 
Jerome, Wallace H., Wisconsin Turkey Federation and Wisconsin 
Turkey Marketing Cooperative, Barron, Wis..........-.....--- 197 
Johnson, Hon. Lester, a Representative in Congress from the Ninth 
Congressional District of Wisconsin. -_.................-.-..--.-. 63 
Kingman, Dr. Harry E., Jr., assistant executive secretary, American 
Veterinary Medical Association, Chicago, Tll__..__-........-.---- 66 
Kline, Russell, Morton Frozen Foods, Ine., Louisville, Ky_..-...--- 164 
Koppenhofer, Don, secretary, Koppenhofer Bros. Co., Deshler, Ohio. 193 
Kumpe, J. O., president, Southwestern Association and general man- 
ager, Arkansas Poultry Cooperative, Inc., Bentonville, Ark... _-- 123 
Miller, Dr. A. R., Chief, Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural Re- 
search Service, United States Department of Agriculture__-_-..._- 34 
Miller, Hermon 2 Director, Poultry Division, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture___-.......--.-- 34 








CONTENTS 


Statement of—Continued 


Murray, Hon. James E., a United States Senator from the State of 


Angeles, Calif__- ; 5 aie caeed sa aca 
Oslund, Mrs. Genevieve H., legislative assistant, General Federation 
of Women’s Clubs... cots sk eeu te. il Oe ene ar ae 5 
Palmer, Philip, vice president, Sherman White & Co., Fort Wayne, 
Ind pata see tah . 
Parker, Joseph O., legislative counsel, National Grange eee 
Parks, Robert R., executive director, American Poultry & Hatcherv 
Federation, Altoona, Pa . ca ae ka dilbetae ee 
Pringle, Victor, assistant general manager, Rockingham Poultry Mar- 
keting Co-Op, Inc., Broadway, Va pei os Ne oan ee a 
Quillin, E. Bowen, president, Eastern Shore Poultry Growers Ex- 
change, Selbyville, Del., also representing the Maryland State 
Poultry Council, the Delaware Poultry Improvement Association, 
the Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc., the Delaware State Poultry 
Commission, and the Eastern Shore Grain & Feed Dealers Asso- 
ciation ; 5 ies : a eo 
Ramsay, Ted, poultry division manager, Birds Eye Division of 
General Foods Corp., White Plains, N. Y bis sete 3 tare 
Schlosser, Dr. Daniel B., chairman, meat and poultry committee, 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, Indian- 
apolis, Ind_- Fp elec ete oar ye Aes a Bevo cule hae ates 
Schluderberg, Theodore E., president, National Poultry, Butter & 
lew Assovietion= sinaitinmere: We =a sie x <> ac baa ie gee 
Shaw, Seth T., vice president, Safeway Stores, Inc Pye ea ate a 
Sloan, Troy G., Jackson, Miss., representing the Pelahatchie Poultry 
Co., Pelahatchie, Miss., the Gaddis Packing Co., Forest, Miss., and 
B. 0, Rowers. & Sou; Peoreen, ies os er ee 
Sussman, Dr. Oscar, secretary-treasurer, Association of State Public 
Health Veterinarians, Princeton, N. J., also representing the New 
Jersey Health Officers’ Association and the Veterinary Medical Asso- 
chation of NeW aetOey % on 8 oo en eee ere Ses 
Triggs, Matt, assistant legislative director, American Farm Bureau 
We nn: a sae. coc > mconseschrmnitis te Seid Sci toiliene tolee oo “ws sl ce care: ee 
Trimble, Hon. James W., Representative in Congress from the Third 
Congressional: District of Areneet.n «= 5. — een 2 ee oo we 
Trombold, C. D., director, quality control, Campbell Soup Co., Cam- 


Bian, “Fa no a oe on no el one leone ree 
Wilharm, Elmer, president, North Central States Institute, Tripoli, 
BOW ace ice ceo see hes ass a eke ck se ahaa nite aa aoe 
Youngblood, Ovid, Youngblood Poultry, Waco, Tex., representing the 
Bouthevesterm AMC RRION icon 6 oie se din oe eo he cee eee 


Miscellaneous documents— 


8, G6en, oar Cote. «non oo da bed wke soo ee ae eee 
SB. BOBS. Bethy Corres. 3 son ee on a ada tegee aan 
Report on 8. 3588 from the Department of Agriculture___-_---~----- 
Report on 8. 3588 from the Department of Health, Education, and 


Letter from Dr. Stanley J. Leland, director, New Mexico Department 
of Publiico Heer.’ Gait Fs, i. 7 ee ko A te eee eons 
Letter from Harry J. Beernink, general manager, Washington Co- 
operative Farmers Association, Seattle, Wash_-_-...-..---------- 
Telegram from Mack I. Shanholtz, Virginia State health commis- 
sioner, Richmond, Va., and member, executive committee of the 
Association of State and Territorial Health Officers. ____.....---- 
Telegram from the Pacific Dairy & Poultry Association, Los Angeles, 


from the State of Delaware-_-_--_..--..----------------------- 
Statement of B. L. Murch, New Auburn, Wis.-..-..-----.-------. 


Page 
24 
186 
108 


187 
47 


180 
191 


174 


195 


96 
190 
188 


199 


18 
18 


23 
63 











CONTENTS v 


Miscellaneous documents—Continued Page 
Statement of Wallace H: Jerom:, general manager and Orvin W. 
Hanson, secretary-treasurer, Badger Turkey Industries, Barron, 

Weibdesaias 64 


Outline for the pre pe aration of governing legislation and a proposed 
code for the inspection of human food, adopted _ the American 
Veterinary Medical Association____ 67 


Resolution on poultry diseases, adopted by the ‘American V eterinary 


Medical Association. .............. jo. suc see 3. Jim. Sage 73 
Letter from Dr. E. R. Price, chairman, committee on le gislation, 

Conference of Public Health Veterinarians ‘ ; 92 
Statement filed by George D. tile vy, legislative representative, 

American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organiza- 

tions ; ; ae a 112 
Statement filed by the Honorable Warren G. Magnuson, a United 

States Senator from the State of Washington gos 114 
Letter from Dr. Ronald L. Hectorne, director, division of veterinary 

public health, department of health, Commonwealth of Kentucky, 

Louisville, Ky ie : u Rhus : ant, 115 
Letter from Dr. Russell E. Teague, commissioner of health, depart- 

ment of health, Commonwealth of Kentucky, Louisville, Ky 115 
Letter from Elizabeth 8. Magee, general secretary, National Con- 

sumers League for Fair Labor Standards, Cleveland, Ohio Z 116 


Letter from James F. Fort, assistant to the general counsel, American 
Trucking Associations, Inc pits tie 117 
Excerpts com a 7 to Represe ntative Morano from Richard C. 
Muller, Greenwich, Conn_ A ea aver brian amanaaea aed Te 118 
Letter from John J. Seana secretary, ‘National Council of Farmer 
COOROT RACING hes os cs oo ss Sa CL Sk el ee eee 118 
Supplementary statement filed by the United States De :partment of 
Agriculture with reference to certain testimony of witnesses con- 
cerning the USDA Poultry Inspection Service____ 127 
Pamphlet, Poultry Plant Sanitation, published by the Institute of 


American Poultry Industries__..............--.-._-- ea a 145 
Letter from Senator W. Kerr Scott__._______---__-----_-_---- 164 
Letter from the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen 

of North America to Members of Congress____- 2 eee ace: one 169 
Letter to J. Paul Williams, executive secretary, Southeastern Poultry 

and Egg Association, Richmond, Va., from Wesley E. Gilbertson, 

Assistant Chief, Division of Sanitary Engineering Services, Public 

Sromithe Ger wiee. ia onsic td. Ae os, ee ee ee 173 
Statement filed by Ted Kissell, preside nt, Kissell Bros., Inc., Colum- 

bus, Ohio______- 1 neil cae ts 200 
Statement filed by L. H. Chessler, L. H. Chessher & Co., Nixon, Tex.. 200 
Statement filed by Otto Wright, President, Davis Cle aver Produce Co., 

Quincy, Ill______- ~acaieten deinen 201 
Statement filed by Grant W. Hess, ‘chairman of the board, Michigan 

Poultry Marketing Cooperative, Inc., Hemlock, Mich_____..-_- 202 
Statement filed by Andrew G. Lohman, secretary and manager, 

Hamilton Farm Bureau Co-Operative, Inc., Hamilton, Mich.... 202 
Letter from C. J. Conn, president, Long Island Duck Packing Corp., 

Restport: Lang tamee, ‘N;: Tas. seo Lb he a, Bas 203 
Supplemental statement filed by John L. Harvey, Deputy Commis- 

sioner of Food and Drugs, Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare, ‘Washinetoms DD. Og i ee ee ae 206 
Supplemental statement filed by the National Grange.______....__- 208 
Letter from Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director, American 

Pores Buveatn: Federstietss oso ct ticket whl ae 209 
Letter from Dr. D. B. Schlosser, chairman, committee on meat and 

poultry inspection, Association of Food and Drug Officials of the 

United Staten, Indiangmolie: foe. on. cite ce eo ec Seni. 210 
Letter from Gregory 8. Prince, general solicitor, Association of Ameri- 

OO GO: cadet: te. Jy irate daceecs... tee seca 212 
Letter from Dr. Oscar Sussman, secretary-treasurer, Association of 

State Public Health Veterinarians, Trenton, N. J........-.------ 213 


Supplemental statement filed by the Southeastern Poultry & Egg b 
NN ce nh ce a tial inca ach sarah tai ao ashen chute edpeceeatierniaeioel 215 









VI CONTENTS 


Miscellaneous documents—Continued 
Letter from Dr. Janet L. MacDonald, chairman, social studies com- 
mittee, and Mrs. James W. Kideney, chairman, legislative program 
committee, American Association of University Women__-______-_- 
Letter from 8. W. Barker, director, poultry department, Amalgamated 
ee Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America, Chicago, 
ll 


Letter from Andrew E. Danish, president, Northeastern Poultry Pro- 
ducers Council, Trenton, N. J 








Page 


216 


216 





COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND 
POULTRY PRODUCTS 


MONDAY, JUNE 18, 1956 


Untrep States Senate, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL ResEARCH AND GENERAL 
LEGISLATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
324, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator Earle C. 
Clements presiding. 

Present : Senators Clements and Williams. 

Senator Cirements. The committee will come to order. 

The subcommittee is assembled this morning for the purpose of 
hearing witnesses who desire to testify on S. 3588, introduced by Sen- 
ator Aiken, for himself and a number of other Members of the Sen- 
ate, and S. 3983, introduced by Senator Murray, for himself, and a 
number of other Senators. 

They will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(S. 3588, S. 3983, and departmental reports are as follows:) 


[S. 3588, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States Department 
of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this act may be cited as the “Poul- 
try Products Inspection Act.” 


LEGISLATIVE FINDING 


Sec. 2. Wholesome poultry products are an important source of the Nation’s 
total supply of food. Such products are consumed throughout the Nation and 
substantial quantities thereof move in interstate and foreign commerce. Un- 
wholesome poultry products in the channels of interstate or foreign commerce 
are injurious to the public welfare, adversely affect the marketing of whole- 
some poultry products, result in sundry losses to producers, and destroy mar- 
kets for wholesome poultry products. The marketing of wholesome poultry 
products is affected with the public interest and directly affects the welfare of 
the people. All poultry and poultry products which have or are required to 
have inspection under this Act are either in the current of interstate or foreign 
commerce or directly affect such commerce. That part that enters directly into 
the current interstate or foreign commerce cannot be effectively inspected and 
regulated without also inspecting and regulating all poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts processed or handled in the same establishment. 

The great volume of poultry products required as an article of food for the 
inhabitants of large centers of population directly affects the movement of 
poultry and poultry products in interstate commerce. To protect interstate 
commerce in poultry and poultry products inspected for wholesomeness, from 
being adversely burdened, obstructed, or affected by uninspected poultry or 
poultry products, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized after public hear- 
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ing to ascertain from time to time and to designate cities or areas where poultry 
or poultry products are handled or consumed in such volume as to affect the 
movement of inspected poultry or poultry products in interstate commerce. 





DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 3. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to provide for the 
inspection of poultry and poultry products by the inspection service as herein 
provided to prevent the movement in interstate or foreign commerce or in a 
designated city or area of poultry products which are unwholesome or otherwise 
unfit for human food. 

DESIGNATION 


Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to ascertain from time to time the cities 
or areas where poultry or poultry products are handled or consumed in such 
volume as to affect, burden, or obstuct the movement of inspected poultry prod- 
ucts in commerce. Whenever, after public hearing, he finds that the designation 
of such a city or area will tend to effectuate the purposes of this act, he shall 
by publication in the Federal Register give public notice of such designation 
and the effective date thereof which shall not be less than six months after 
such notice. On and after the effective date of such designation, all poultry and 
poultry products processed, sold, received, or delivered in any such designated 
city or area shall be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


INSPECTION 


Sec. 5. (a) For the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement 
in commerce or in a designated city or area of any poultry product which is 
unwholesome, the Secretary shall, whenever processing operations are being 
conducted, make such examination, inspection (ante mortem, post mortem, or 
both) and reinspection as he determines necessary of poultry and of poultry 
products in any official establishment processing such poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts for commerce or in, or for marketing in a designated city or area. All 
carcasses and parts thereof and poultry products found to be unwholesome shall 
be condemned and shall, if no appeal be taken from such determination of con- 
demnation, be destroyed for human food purposes under the supervision of an 
inspector. If an appeal be taken from such determination, the product shall be 
appropriately marked and segregated pending completion of an appeal inspec- 
tion, which appeal shall be at the cost of the appellant if the Secretary deter- 
mines that the appeal is frivolous. If the determination of condemnation is 
sustained the product shall be destroyed for human food purposes under the 
supervision of an inspector. 

(b) The Secretary shall refuse to render inspection to any establishment 
whose premises, facilities, or equipment, or the operation thereof, fail to meet 
the requirements of section 6 of this Act. 


SANITATION, FACILITIES AND PRACTICES 


Sec. 6. Each official establishment slaughtering poultry or processing poultry 
products for commerce or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall 
have such premises, facilities and equipment, and be operated in accordance 
with such sanitary practices, as are required and approved by the Secretary for 
the purpose of preventing the entry into or flow or movement in commence or in a 
designated city or area, of poultry products which are unwholesome. 


LABELING 


Sec. 7. (a) Each shipping container of any poultry product inspected under 
the authority of this Act and found to be wholesome, shall at the time such prod- 
uct leaves the official establishment bear, in distinctly legible form, the official 
inspection mark, the name of the product, an accurate statement of the quan- 
tity of the contents in terms of weight, measure, or numerical count, and the 
name and address or an approved plant number of the official establishment 
in which the contents were processed. Each individual consumer package, if any, 
of any poultry product inspected under the authority of this Act and found 
to be wholesome shall bear, in addition to the official inspection mark, in distinct- 
ly legible form, the name of the product, a statement of ingredients if fabricated 
from two or more ingredients the net weight or other appropriate measure of 
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the contents, and the name and address or approved plant number of the official 
establishment in which the contents were processed: Provided, That the name 
and address of the distributor may be used if the approved plant number is 
used to identify the official establishment in which the poultry product was pre- 
pared and packed. The Secretary may permit reasonable variations and grant 
exemptions from any labeling requirement in such manner as he may determine 
practicable. 

(b) The use of any written, printed, or graphic matter upon or accompanying 
any poultry product inspected or. required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act or the container thereof which is false or misleading 1s 
prohibited. If the Secretary has reason to believe that any label in use or 
prepared for use is false or misleading, he may direct that the use of the label 
be withheld unless it is modified in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe 
so that it will not be false or misleading. If the person using or proposing 
to use the label does not accept the determination of the Secretary, he may re- 
quest a hearing, but the use of the label shall, if the Secretary so directs, be 
withheld pending hearing and final determination by the Secretary. Any such 
determination by the Secretary shall be conclusive unless within thirty days 
after the receipt of notice of such final determination the person adversely af- 
fected thereby appeals to the United States court of appeals for the circuit in 
which he has his principal place of business or to the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The provisions of section 204 of 
the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, shall be applicable to ap- 
peals taken under this section. 


PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 8. The following acts or the causing thereof are hereby prohibited : 

(a) The processing, sale, or offering for sale, in commerce, or the introduction, 
delivery for introduction, transportation, or receiving for transportation, in com- 
merce, of any poultry product, unless such poultry product has been inspected 
for wholesomeness and unless the shipping container and the individual con- 
sumer package, if any, are marked in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act. 

(b) The processing, delivery, sale, or offering for sale or transport of any 
poultry product in a designated city or area, unless such poultry product has been 
inspected for wholesomeness in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

(c) The sale or other disposition for human food of any poultry or poultry 
product which has been inspected and declared to be unwholesome under this 
Act. 

(d) Knowingly and falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, 
or counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, mark, or device for making 
such mark, or knowingly causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a 
party to, such false making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counter- 
feiting, or knowingly possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of 
Agriculture or his representative, uttering, or using as true, or causing to be 
uttered or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered, forged, simu- 
lated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, mark, or device for making 
such mark, or knowingly representing that any poultry product has been offi- 
cially inspected under the authority of this Act when such poultry product hag 
in fact not been so inspected. 

(e) Knowingly using in commerce, or in a designated city or area, a false ot 
misleading label on any poultry product. 

(f) The use of any container bearing an official inspection mark except for the 
poultry product in the original form in which it was inspected and covered by 
said mark unless the mark is removed, obliterated, or otherwise destroyed. 

(g) The refusal to permit access by any duly authorized representative of 
the Secretary, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an establishment en- 
gaged in processing poultry or poultry products for commerce, or in or for mar 
keting in a designated city or area, upon presentation of appropriate credentials, 

(h) The refusal to permit access to and the copying of any record as author- 
ized by section 10 of this Act. 

(i) The using by any person to his own advantage, or revealing, other than 
to the authorized representatives of the Government in their official capacity, 
or to the courts, when relevant in any judicial proceeding under this Act, any 
information acquired under the authority of this Act, concerning any matte? 
which as a trade secret is entitled to protection. 
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(j) Delivering, receiving, transporting, selling, or offering for sale or trans- 
port any poultry slaughtered for human food or any part thereof, separately or 
in combination with other ingredients (other than poultry products as defined in 
this Act), in commerce or in a designated city or area, except that such poultry 
may be transported between official establishments and to foreign countries 
pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

Sec. 9. No establishment processing poultry or poultry products for commerce 
or in or for marketing in a designated city or area shall process any poultry or 
poultry product except in compliance with the requirements of this Act. 


RECORDS OF INTERSTATE SHIPMENT 


Src. 10. For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, carriers engaged 
in commerce, and persons shipping or receiving poultry slaughtered for human 
consumption or poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area, 
or holding such products so received, shall, upon the request of a duly authorized 
representative of the Secretary, permit him, at reasonable times, to have access 
to and to copy all records showing the movement in commerce or in a designated 
city or area of any poultry slaughtered for human consumption or poultry prod- 
uct, or the holding thereof during or after such movement, and the quantity, 
shipper, and consignee thereof: Provided, That evidence obtained under this 
section shall not be used in a criminal prosecution of the person from whom it 
is obtained: And provided further, That carriers shall not be subject to the other 
provisions of this Act by reason of their receipt, carriage, holding, or delivery of 
poultry products in the usual course of business as carriers. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 11. The district courts of the United States are vested with jurisdiction 
specifically to enforce and to prevent and restrain violations of this Act. The 
remedies provided for in this section shall be in addition to, and not exclusive 
of, any of the remedies or penalties provided for elsewhere in this Act or now or 
hereafter existing at law or in equity. 


PENALTIES 


Sec. 12. Any person who wilfully violates the provisions of section 8, 9, 10, or 
17, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject 
to imprisonment for not more than six months, or a fine of not more than $1,000, 
or both such imprisonment and fine; but if such violation is committed after a 
conviction of such person under this section has become final such person shall 
be subject to imprisonment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more 
than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 

Sec. 13. Before any violation of this Act is reported by the Secretary to any 
United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person against 
whom such proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice of the 
alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally and in writing with 
regard to such contemplated proceeding. Nothing in this Act shall be con- 
strued as requiring the Secretary to report for criminal prosecution or for the 
institution of injunction proceedings violations of this Act whenever he believes 
that the public interest will be adequately served and compliance with the Act 
obtained by a suitable written notice or warning. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 14. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, and all inspections and ex- 
aminations made under this Act shall be made in such manner as prescribed in 
the rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this Act. 

EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized, under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, to issue certificates of exemption to any poultry producer for poultry of 
his own raising on his own farm which he sells directiy to household consumers 
only and who does not engage in buying or selling poultry products other than 
those produced on his own farm. 
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(b) For two years following the effective date of this Act certificates of ex- 
emption may also be issued in other cases where the Secretary determines that 
it would be impracticable or he is unable to provide inspection and that the is- 
suance of a certificate of exemption would aid in the effective administration 
of this Act. The Secretary may require that any person as a condition to the 
receipt of an exemption certificate shall comply with the sanitation standards, 
practices, and procedures promulgated by the Secretary in rules and regulations. 

(c) The Secretary may terminate exemption certificates at any time. 


VIOLATIONS BY EXEMPTED PERSONS 


Sec. 16. Any person who sells, delivers, transports or offers for sale or trans- 
portation in commerce or in a designated city or area any poultry products under 
an exemption certificate issued uhder section 15, knowing that such products 
are unwholesome and are intended for human consumption, shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject to the penalties set forth 
in section 12. 

IMPORTS 


Sec. 17. The Secretary of the Treasury shall notify the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture of the arrival of any poultry product offered for importation. If it ap- 
pears to the Secretary of Agriculture that such product has been processed and 
packed under a system cof inspection and under such sanitary conditions as are 
comparable to those required by this Act, and if it appears that such product 
is marked and labeled in a manner consistent with the requirements of this Act, 
and if it appears, from such examination or inspection as the Secretary deems 
necessary, that such product is otherwise fit for human consumption, such prod- 
uct may be admitted entry, provided such product meets such other requirements 
of law as may be applicable, otherwise such product shall be refused admis- 
sion and the Secretary of the Treasury shall refuse delivery to the consignee and 
shall cause destruction of any such product which shall not have been exported 
by the consignee or the owner thereof within thirty days from the date of no- 
tice of such refusal under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury 
may prescribe: Provided, That all charges for storage, cartage, and labor with 
respect to any such product which is refused admission shall be paid by the 
owner or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against 
any other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. The 
Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary of Agriculture are authorzied to 
issue rules and regulations to carry out the provisions of this section of the Act. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 18. (a) For the purpose of preventing and eliminating burdens on com- 
merce in poultry and poultry products, the jurisdiction of the Secretary in 
the fields within the scope of this Act shall be exclusive and poultry and poul- 
try products shall also be exempt from the provisions of the Act of June 25, 
1938 (52 Stat. 1040, ch. 675), as amended, to the extent that they are covered by 
the provisions of this Act. 

(b) In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may cooperate 
with other branches of government and with State agencies and may conduct such 
examinations, investigations and inspections as he determines practicable through 
any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for such purpose. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


Src. 19. There is hereby authorizea to be appropriated such sums as are 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS 


Sec. 20. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act 
and of the application of such provision to other persons and circumstances shall 
not be affected thereby. 

DEFINITIONS 


Seo. 21. For purposes of this Act— 
(a) The term “commerce” means commerce between any State, Territory, or 
possession, or the District of Columbia, and any place outside thereof; or be- 








6 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 
tween points within the same State or the District of Columbia, but through 
any place outside thereof; or within the District of Columbia. 

(b) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) The term “person” means any individual, partnership, corporation, associa- 
tion, or any other business unit. 

(d) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated or com- 
mercially produced game bird. 

(e) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head and viscera have been 
remo\ed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary, 
any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any human food 
product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in combination with 
other ingredients. 

(f) The term “wholesome” means sound, healthful, wholesome and otherwise 
fit for human food. 

(g) The term “unwholesome” means: 

(1) Unsound, injurious to health or otherwise rendered unfit for human food. 

(2) Consisting in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed sub- 
stance. 

(3) Processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary conditions whereby 
a poultry product may have become contaminated with filth or whereby a poultry 
product may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(4) Produced in whole or in part from poultry which has died otherwise than 
by slaughter, 

(5) Packaged in a container composed of any poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(h) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this 
Act. 

(i) The term “official inspection mark” means the symbol, formulated pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, stating that the product was 
inspected. 

(j) The term “inspection service” means the official Government service within 
the Department of Agriculture having the responsibility for the inspection for 
wholesomeness of poultry and poultry products, and for carrying out the provi- 
sions of this Act. 

(k) The terms “container” or “package” include any box, can, tin, cloth, plastic 
or any other receptacle, wrapper, or cover. 

(1) The term “official establishment” means any establishment as determined 
by the Secretary at which inspection of the slaughter of poultry, or the processing 
of poultry products, is maintained under the authority of this Act. 

(m) The term “label” means any written, printed, or graphic material upon 
the shipping container or upon the individual consumer package, if any, of a 
poultry product, or accompanying such product. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec, 22. This Act shall take effect on July 1, 1958, except that pending the 
effective date of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to promulgate rules and 
regulations and to furnish inspection for poultry and poultry products in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this Act to any establishment processing poultry and 
poultry products in commerce or in a designated city or area which voluntarily 
submits to the provisions of this Act by making application for and receiving 
inspection provided for herein. Any person who applies for and is receiving such 
inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall be subject to all the provisions and penalties 
herein provided for. 





{S. 3988, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products so as to 
prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, 
diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the Poultry 
Inspection Act. 
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DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act— 

(a) The term “commerce” means commerce within the District of Columbia, 
or any Territory or possession of the United States; all commerce between any 
point in a State, Territory, possession, or the District of Columbia and any point 
outside thereof ; all commerce between points within the same State through any 
place outside such State; and all other commerce over which the United States 
has jurisdiction. 

(b) The term “poultry” means any live or slaughtered domesticated or com- 
mercially produced game bird. 

(c) The term “poultry product” means any poultry which has been slaughtered 
for human food from which the blood, feathers, feet, head, and viscera have 
been removed in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated by the Sec- 
retary, any edible part of poultry, or, unless exempted by the Secretary, any 
human food product consisting of any edible part of poultry separately or in 
combination with other ingredients. 

(d) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances: 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which may 
render them injurious to health; but, in ease the substance is not an added 
substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to heaith. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious substance, 
unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable under 
good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regulations 
hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal law limiting 
or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such poultry and 
poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added substance exceeding 
the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulte ation. 

(3) If they consist in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed sub- 
stance, or if they are otherwise unfit for food. 

(4) If they have been processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary 
conditions, whereby they may have become contaminated with filth, or whereby 
they may have been rendered injurious to health. 

(5) If they are, in whole or in part, the product of diseased poultry or of 
poultry which has died otherwise than by slaughter. 

(6) If their container is composed, in whole or in part, of any poisonous or 
deleterious substance which may render the contents injurious to health. 

(7) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(8) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

(e) The term “official inspection mark” means the official device or insignia 
of the Poultry Inspection Section, formulated pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, certifying poultry or poultry products as to fitness 
for use as human food, which is applied te poultry or poultry products, or upon 
or within the containers thereof. 

(f) The term “carcass” means any poultry eareass. 

(gz) The term “denatured” means subjected to the application of crude oil, 
kerosene, or other material or procedure, so as to preclude use for human 
consumption. 

(h) The term “poultry-processing establishment” means any establishment 
in which any processing operation as defined in this section is conducted. 

(i) The term “processing” means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, heat treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, 
or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human consumption and 
includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with other edible ingredi- 
ents for marketing for human consumption. 

(j) The term “processing for commerce” means any processing of poultry and 
poultry products for movement in commerce at any time prior to its intended 
consumption as human food, or any processing thereof for sale in the District 
of Columbia or any Territory or possession of the United States. 

(k) The term “Poultry Inspection Section” means the official Government 
service established pursuant to this Act as a part of the Meat Inspection Branch, 
of the Department of Agriculture, for the inspection for wholesomeness of 
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poultry and poultry products, and the performance of other official duties relating 
to the carrying out of the provisions of this Act. 
(1) The term “inspector” means any person authorized by the Secretary of 


ane to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this 
ct. 


(m) The term “container” means any receptacle or covering. 
(n) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 


PROHIBITED ACTS 


Sec. 3. On and after January 1, 1957, the following acts and the causing thereof 
are hereby prohibited : 

(1) Delivering or receiving for transportation or transporting in commerce 
any poultry or poultry products which have not been inspected, examined, and 
marked with an official inspection mark. 

(2) Forging, counterfeiting, or simulating, or without proper authority using, 
defacing, destroying, detaching, or altering any official inspection mark or failing 
to use, failing to deface, failing to destroy, or failing to to detach any official 
inspection mark, as directed by rules and regulations hereunder prescribed 
by the Secretary. ° 

(3) Forging, counterfeiting, or simulating, or without proper authority using, 
defacing, destroying, detaching, or altering any official certificates or documents, 
or failing to use, failing to deface, failing to destroy, or failing to detach any 
official certificates or documents as directed by rules and regulations hereunder 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

(4) Offering for sale or selling for human consumption, whether at wholesale 
or retail, in the District of Columbia or in any Territory or possession of the 
United States, any poultry or poultry products from a poultry processing estab- 
lishment engaged in processing for commerce which has not been inspected, certi- 
fied, and marked or labeled with an official inspection mark in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act as directed by rules and regulations hereunder pre- 
scribed by the Secretary. 

(5) Refusing to permit access, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an 
establishment engaged in processing poultry and poultry products for commerce, 
of inspectors and other employees of the Poultry Inspection Section. 

(6) Refusing to permit access to or the copying of any records of an establish- 
ment engaged in processing poultry and poultry products for commerce by in- 
spectors or other employees of the Poultry Inspection Section where such records 
are relevant to the purposes of this Act. 


INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 4. (a) The district courts of the United States shall have jurisdiction, for 
cause shown, and subject to the provisions of section 17 (relating to notice to 
opposite party) of the Act entitled “An Act to supplement existing laws against 
unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes,” approved October 
15, 1914, as amended, to restrain violations of section 3. 

(b) In ease of violation of an injunction or restraining order issued under 
this section, which also constitutes a violation of this Act, trial shall be by the 
court, or, upon demand of the accused, by a jury. Such trial shall be conducted 
in accordance with the practice and procedure applicable in the case of proceed- 
ings subject to the provisions of section 22 of such Act of October 15, 1914, as 
amended. 

PENALTIES 


Seo. 5. (a) Any person who violates any of the provisions of section 3 of this 
Act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject 
to imprisonment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more than $1,000 or 
both such imprisonment and fine; but if the violation is committeed after a con- 
viction of such person under this section has become final, such person shall be 
subject to imprisonment for not more than three years, or a fine of not more than 
$10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), in case of a violation 
of any of the provisions of section 3 of this Act, with intent to defraud or mis- 
lead, the penalty shall be imprisonment for not more than three years, or a fine of 
not more than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 
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ANTE MORTEM INSPECTION 


Sec. 6. On and after January 1, 1957, for the purpose of preventing the entry 
into or flow of movement in commerce of poultry and poultry products which are 
unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, adulterated, or otherwise unfit for 
human food, the Secretary shall cause to be made by inspectors, pursuant to 
rules and regulations hereunder prescribed, such ante mortem examination, 
inspection, quarantine, segregation, and condemnation of poultry about to be 
slaughtered as shall be necessary to prevent the slaughtering and further proc- 
essing of sick or suspect poultry in poultry processing establishments engaged in 
processing for commerce. 

POST MORTEM EXAMINATION 


Sec. 7. On and after January 1, 1957, for the purposes hereinbefore set forth, 
the Secretary, under rules and regulations by him prescribed, shall cause to be 
made by inspectors, in each poultry processing establishment engaged in proc- 
essing for commerce, a post mortem examination and inspection of the carcass of 
each bird processed. Carcasses and parts thereof of ali birds found to be sound, 
healthful, wholesome, unadulterated, and fit for human food shall be labeled with 
the official inspection mark. All carcasses and parts thereof of birds found to be 
unsound, unheathful, unwholesome, adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human 
consumption shall be marked, stamped, tagged, or labeled in appropriate lan- 
guage, pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, declaring 
the completion of an inspection and the finding of unfitness of such carcass or 
part thereof for human consumption. All carcasses and parts thereof thus in- 
spected and found to be unfit for human consumption shall be condemned and 
shall be promptly denatured or destroyed, under the supervision of an inspector, 
by the poultry processing establishment in which found, pursuant to rules and 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, so as to prevent use of same as human 
food and preclude dissemination of disease through consumption by animals. 


REINSPECTION 


Sec. 8. On and after January 1, 1957, under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, there shall be reinspection of carcasses and parts thereof as 
often as may be deemed necessary to insure fitness of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts for human consumption. The condemnation and destruction procedures 
prescribed hereunder shall be applicable if necessary, upon such reinspection, 
notwithstanding that such poultry or poultry products had been passed and 
certified in the previous inspection. 


QUARANTINE AND SEGREGATION 


Sec. 9. On and after January 1, 1957, under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, inspectors shall direct such quarantine or segregation of un- 
inspected, suspect, or condemned live poultry or carcasses or parts thereof at 
poultry processing establishments as will prevent contamination of poultry and 
poultry products which may be certified as edible for human consumption. 


INSPECTION MARK ON CONTAINERS 


Sec. 10. When poultry or poultry products which have been duly certified 
hereunder as fit for human consumption shall be placed or packed in any con- 
tainer in any poultry processing establishment, the person processing same shall 
cause the official inspection mark to be placed upon the container, pursuant to 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 


INSPECTION MARK ON CARCASS OR PART 


Seo. 11. When duly certified poultry or poultry products are intended to be 
offered for retail sale and are to be shipped or removed from the poultry process- 
ing establishment without being placed or packed in any retail container ‘abeled 
with the official inspection mark, the official inspection mark shall be placed upon 
or affixed to the ¢arcass, part thereof, or other unit of poultry or poultry products. 
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SANITATION OF PREMISES, FACILITIES, AND EQUIPMENT 


Sec. 12. On and after January 1, 1957, each establishment engaged in process- 
ing poultry or poultry products for commerce shall construct, remodel, main- 
tain, and operate its premises, facilities, and equipment pursuant to rules and 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, to avoid rendering the poultry and 
poultry products therein handled unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, 
adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 


SANITARY PROCESSING PRACTICES 


Sec. 18. On and after January 1, 1957, each establishment engaged in process- 
ing poultry or poultry products for commerce shall carry out such processing 
with constant application of sanitary practices, pursuant to rules and regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary, to avoid rendering the poultry and poultry 
products therein handied unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, adul- 
terated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 


EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAINTAIN STANDARDS OR PROCESSING PRACTICES 


Sec. 14. On and after January 1, 1957, the maintenance, operations, and prac- 
tices required under sections 12 and 15 shall be supervised by inspectors and 
upon the failure, neglect, or refusal of any establishment engaged in processing 
for commerce to adhere to required standards the inspectors, conformably to 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, shall refuse to allow the 
use of the official inspection mark upon any poultry and poultry products han- 
dled in such establishment, during the period of such failure, neglect, or refusal. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized, under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, to issue certificates of exemption to any poultry producer for poultry 
of his own raising on his own farm which he sells directly to household con- 
sumers only and who does not engage in buying or selling poultry products other 
than those produced on his own farm. 

(b) For two years following the date of enactment of this Act certificates of 
exemption may be issued in cases where the Secretary is unable to provide 
inspection. The Secretary shall require that any person as a condition to the 
receipt of an exemption certificate shall comply with the sanitation standards, 
practices, and procedures promulgated by the Secretary in rules and regulations. 
No such exemptions shall be effective after the expiration of two vears from 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) The Seeretary may terminate exemption certifcates at any tine. 


IMPORTED POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


Sec. 16. No poultry or poultry products of any kind shall be imporied into the 
United States unless such poultry or poultry products is healthful, wholesome, 
and fit for human food and contains no dye, chemical, preservative, or ingredients 
which renders such poultry or poultry products unhealthful, unwholesome, or 
unfit for human food, and unless such poultry or poultry products also complies 
with the rules and regulations preseribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. All 
imported poultry or poultry products shall, after entry into the United States, 
be subject to the provisions of this Act. 


ESTABLISH MENT OF A POULTRY INSPECTION SECTION 


Sec. 17. There is hereby created in the Department of Agriculture, as a part 
of the Meat Inspection Branch, a Poultry Inspection Section. The Secretary 
shall have the power to appoint, remove, and fix the compensation, in accordance 
with existing laws, of such officers, inspectors, and employees of the Poultry 
Inspection Section as he deems necessary, including expenditures for rent outside 
the District of Columbia, travel, supplies, books, equipment, and such other 
expenditures as may be necessary to the administration of this Act. 
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RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ACTS 


Sec. 18. This Act shall not be construed as (1) superseding or limiting the 
functions, under any other law, of the Seeretary of Health, Educativun, and Wel- 
fare or the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Food and Drug 
Administration, the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, or the Public 
Heaith Service, or of any other officer or agency of the United States, or (2) 
affecting or impairing the provisions of any treaty of the United States. 


PROMULGATION OF ORDERS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 


Sec. 19. The Secretary shall promulgate such orders, rules and regulations as 
he deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


SEPARABILITY 


Sec. 20. If any provision of this Act is declared unconstitutional, or the appli- 
eability thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the constitu- 
tionality of the remainder of the Act and the applicability thereof to other persons 
and circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


DrPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1956. 
Hon, ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in response to your request for a report on 
S. 3588, a bill to provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States 
Department of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products. 

This bill provides for the compulsory inspection by the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products in order to prevent the 
movement in interstate or foreign commerce, or in a designated city or area, 
of poultry products which are unwholesome or otherwise unfit for food. The 
bill requires that on and after July 1, 1958, the Secretary shall, whenever 
processing operations are being conducted, make such examination, inspection 
(ante mortem, post mortem, or both) and reinspection as he determines neces- 
sary of poultry and poultry products in order to assure their wholesomeness and 
fitness for food. 

The Department recommends the enactment of S. 3588 with the modifications 
hereinafter indicated. 

This Department has long been sympathetic to the general objectives sought 
by the bill. For more than 25 years this Department has conducted a poultry 
inspection program on a voluntary basis. At present there are about 290 poul- 
try processing plants availing themselves of this service, and paying about $2.4 
million a year for its use. In addition, there is an appropriation of about 
$158,000 a year. Approximately 450 Department employees are engaged in the 
poultry inspection work. The core of this personnel consists of about 300 grad- 
uates from accredited veterinary schools. The subject of compulsory poultry 
inspection has been considered by many segments of the poultry industry and 
there is now general agreement that such legislation is desirable and should be 
administered by the United States Department of Agriculture as an extension of 
the voluntary program already in operation. There are several provisions of 
the bill deserving of comment. 

(1) Seetion 4: This section authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to desig- 
nate cities or areas where all poultry handled and sold will be subject to the 
provisions of the bill. Under this provision all slaughtered poultry and poultry 
products handled or sold in such a designated city or area would be subject to 
the inspection requirements even though they did not move in interstate com- 
merece. We favor this provision because (a) it would make it possible for the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation with local public-health groups, to es- 
tablish such a program in a designated city or area, thereby coordinating all 
poultry-inspection activities and contributing to orderly marketing, and (b) 
this provision would make it possible for the Secretary to take such action to 
prevent circumvention of the purposes of the bill on the part of individuals 
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who may seek means whereby poultry may be moved in live form across State 
lines to be processed and sold in major metropolitan areas. It. is contemplated 
that this authority would be used only to designate large consuming centers, 
rather than production areas or areas where interstate poultry products are 
handled in relatively minor quantities. 

(2) Section 5: This section requires the Secretary to provide for such ex- 
amination, inspection (ante mortem, post mortem, or both) and reinspection 
of poultry and poultry products, as he deems necesssary, in official establish- 
ments processing such poultry products whenever processing operations are being 
conducted. We would suggest that the language contained within the paren- 
theses on lines 6 and 7, page 4, of the bill, be amended to read (ante mortem and 
post mortem). 

This language would make it clear that the Secretary wou'd require by reg- 
ulation that both ante mortem and post mortem inspections be made. We would 
also suggest that the words “adulterated or misbranded” be added following 
“unwholesome” on line 4, page 4; and that the word “poultry” be added on line 
11, page 4, between “all” and “carcasses.” 

(8) Section 7: This section provides authority for the Department of Agri- 
culture to control proper identification of poultry products subject to the bill, 
and this provision, together with section 18 (a), gives exclusive authority over 
this activity to the Department by divesting the Food and Drug Administration 
of such authority. This avoids conflicts which otherwise might arise by placing 
responsibility over the same activity in two separate Federal agencies. 

(4) Section 8: Subsections (a) and (b) provide for different restrictions ap- 
plicable to transactions in commerce and transactions in designated cities and 
areas, the principal difference being that no poultry products can be handled in 
commerce untess the shipping container and the individual package are marked 
in accordance with section 6, whereas no requirement as to marking is made 
applicable to transactions in designated cities or areas. The only apparent reason 
for the differentiation is to provide for the packaging of poultry products in 
individual retail stores for sale directly to consumers. If such is the purpose, 
it should be achieved by an exception specifically providing therefor, rather than 
by a blanket exemption which would discriminate against poultry products mov- 
ing in commerce and those handled in designated areas. Moreover, such a 
broad exemption would unduly complicate enforcement of labeling requirements 
with respect to poultry products moving in commerce in designated areas. 

Subsection (d) of section 8 prohibits counterfeiting and other specified activi- 
ties with respect to inspection certificates, marks, and devices and other matters, 
and is apparently patterned after Public Law 272, 84th Congress. The subsec- 
tion does not cover inspection memoranda and other identifications as does Public 
Law 272. These should be covered as they frequently contain basic data upon 
which certificates are isSued. 

In subsection (i) of section 8. the comma after the word “courts” at the end 
of line 10 should be deleted. This comma may cause the subsection to be con- 
strued as permitting the disclosure of information to authorized representatives 
of the Government only “when relevant in a judicial proceeding under this act.” 

Subsection (j) of section 8 would prohibit the sale or movement of so-called 
dressed poulty, i. e., slaughtered poultry which fails to conform with the defini- 
tion of “poultry products,” except that dressed poultry may be transported be- 
tween official establishments and to foreign countries pursuant to rules and 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. This prohibition is deemed necessary 
as it is impossible to ascertain the wholesomeness of poultry with any degree 
of certainty without an examination of the internal organs. 

(5) Section 10: This section requires carriers and persons shipping or receiving 
poultry slaughtered for human consumption to make available to duly authorized 
representatives of the Secretary, and to permit the copying of, all records 
showing the movement of poultry slaughtered for human consumption. or poultry 
products, This section does not, however, impose any requirements that records 
be kept. Further, it applies only to carriers or to persons who ship or receive 
poultry or poultry products and does not apply to processors of poultry and 
poultry products who are chiefly subject to the act. Moreover, immunity from 
prosecution is given to all persons whose records are inspected. For such a pro- 
vision to be of value for enforcement purposes it should (1) be made applicable 
also to processors; (2) require the keeping of adequate records showing the re- 
ceipt, sale, movement, or disposition of poultry and poultry products, and (8) 
eliminate the immunity from prosecution where records are inspected. It also is 
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to be noted that carriers are not subject to the provisions of the act, except with 
respect to making records available. A requirement that carriers be prohibited 
from transporting poultry or poultry products which have not been inspected 
and certified as to wholesomeness would not be unreasonable, and would prevent 
the evasion of responsibility for violations of the act. Such a prohibition is 
contained in the Meat Inspection Act. 

(6) Section 12: This section sets forth the penalties for violations of specific 
sections of the bill, including section 17. Section 17 governs the procedure ap- 
plicable to importations of poultry products but contains no specific prohibitions. 
The reference to section 17 in section 12 should either be omitted or prohibitory 
provisions be included in section 17. 

(7) Section 13: This section requires that before any violation is reported to 
any United States attorney for institution of a criminal proceeding, the person 
against whom the proceeding is contemplated shall be given reasonable notice 
of the alleged violation and opportunity to present his views orally and in writing 
with regard to such contemplated proceeding. The compulsory requirement of 
opportunity to present views orally would be unduly burdensome upon the De- 
partment, cause undue delays in prosecutions, and serve no purpose which could 
not be achieved by the submission of written views. The manner of the presenta- 
tion of views should be left to the discretion of the Secretary. The word “or” 
should, therefore, be substituted for the word “and” in line 21 on page 11. 

(8) Section 15: Subsection (b) provides for the issuance of exemption cer- 
tificates for a period of 2 years after the effective date of the act where the 
Secretary determines that it would be impractical or he is unable to provide 
inspection. In view of our recommendation that the act be made effective im- 
mediately (discussed hereinafter in connection with sec. 22), it is suggested that 
this subsection specify July 1, 1960, as the time within which the Secretary would 
be authorized to issue certificates of exemption under the subsection. 

(9) Section 18: Under the provisions of subsection 18 (a), the provisions of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act would not apply to poultry and 
poultry products to the extent of the application of this act under the regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture. This would avoid duplication of 
jurisdiction of the two acts and would, therefore, prevent needless duplication of 
effort. At the same time it would provide that the provisions of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act would apply to any circumstances beyond the ap- 
plication of this act and therefore would prevent any gaps in the application 
of the two acts. The Department believes that this would provide the kind of 
complete coverage that is appropriate. 

We would suggest that the three words “in the fields” on line 19, page 14, be 
deleted. 

(10) Section 19: This section authorizes appropriations to carry out the 
provisions of the act, including the cost of furnishing inspections. Section 5 re- 
quires inspections “whenever processing operations are being conducted.” This 
would indicate that the cost of inspection is to be borne from appropriated funds 
at all times when processing operations are being conducted, irrespective of 
whether the inspections require overtime and holiday time. Under the meat- 
inspection program, processors are provided inspection from public funds dur- 
ing regular hours but must reimburse the Department for overtime or holiday 
time. It is difficult to estimate the amount of overtime or holiday time that 
may be required to perform inspections, as a basis for requesting appropriations. 
Moreover, if overtime and holiday-time inspections are paid for out of public 
funds, processors will not have as great an incentive to schedule their operations 
within regular hours. Accordingly, it is recommended that all overtime and 
holiday times costs be borne by the processors, 

(11) Section 21: Subsection (zg) defines the terms “unwholesome” to mean 
five specific things, including “unsound, injurious to health, and otherwise 
unfit for human food.” This appears to be broad enough to include products 
containing any dyes, chemicals, preservatives, or other ingredients that render 
produets unfit for human food. However, it should be made clear that since 
the Secretary would have authority under the bill to prescribe regulations to 
carry out its provisions, he could by regulation control the ingredients in products 
to the extent necessary to assure that fhe products would not be unwholesome. 
This section 21 should also include a definition of “misbranded” if our suggestion 
eoncerning section 5 is accepted. 

(12) Section 22: This section provides that the act is not to take effect until 
July 1, 1958, but provides for certain activities with respect to the issuance of 
regulations and the furnishing of inspection upon application of processors who 
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voluntarily submit to the provisions of the act prior thereto. The purpose of 
the section is to provide an orderly transition from the present voluntary pro- 
gram to the mandatory inspection program by July 1, 1958. <A transition period 
is necessary to provide time to promulgate the necessary rules and regulations, 
to survey the scope of the activity on a national basis, and to secure and train the 
necessary additional inspection personnel. An interim period is also necessary 
for the equipment of plants that will be subject to the bill and for adjustments 
in their operations in order that they may be able to comply with requirements 
set forth in implementing regulations. It is believed that, except in the un- 
usual circumstances for which exemptions are provided in section 15 (b) of the 
bill, plants should be able to comply with such requirements without undue 
hardship by July 1, 1958. 

To obviate what appears to be an inconsistency, however, i. e., stated effective 
date of July 1, 1958, with authority for operations under the act prior thereto, 
it is recommended that the bill become effective immediately upon its enactment 
with a provision that no person shall be subject to any of its provisions prior 
to July 1, 1958, unless he applies for and receives inspection for poultry and 
poultry products in accordance with the provisions of the act in any establish- 
ment processing poultry or poultry products in commerce or in a designated city 
or area. Any person who voluntarily applies for and receives such inspection 
prior to July 1, 1958, should be subject to all of the provisions and penalties pro- 
vided for in the act on the date he commences to receive such inspection and 
at all times thereafter. 

The proposed bill authorizes an apporopriation to carry out the provisions of 
the bill. The bill further provides that plants may apply, after enactment of the 
law and prior to July 1, 1958, for the service and such plants will be subject to 
all provisions of the act. 

It is expected that as a minimum most plants now covered in the voluntary 
program will immediately upon the promulgation and the implementation of 
regulations apply for and have to be granted inspection under the act. This 
will require an appropriation before any substantive action can be taken under 
the act. 

Since it may not be possible to present a request for an appropriation for this 
item for 1957 prior to January 1957, and in view of the time which will necessarily 
be consumed in preparing and promulgating the new regulations under the re- 
quirements of the Administrative Procedures Act, it will be necessary to con- 
tinue operating for some months under the present program and authorities. 

Based on the facts currently available, an estimated 650 to 700 plants are 
expected to be subject to the provisions of the act. At current cost rates, it 
is estimated that the program, on an annual basis, will cost $4.75 million in 1957 
and $7.75 million in 1958, After 1958, the program is expected to reach the full 
level reflected above, and will approximate 8 to 10 million dollars annually. A 
survey will be made, however, early after enactment of the legislation to de- 
termine more precisely the potential scope and cost of the program. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. T. Benson. Secretary. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARR, 
Washington, June 22, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of April 13, 
1956, for a report on §S. 3588, a bill to provide for the compulsory inspection by 
the United States Department of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to provide for such 
inspection of poultry for wholesomeness and fitness for food, by ante mortem 
and post mortem inspection of the birds as he deems necessary and to require 
Sanitary practices and facilities. In addition to providing for mandatory inspec- 
tion of poultry and poultry products which are distributed in interstate com- 
merce, the bill provides for inspection ef intrastate poultry and poultry products 
in designated areas of large consumption. 
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In addition the bill contains labeling requirements for wholesome inspected 
products and will confer upon the Secretary broad authority to allow varia- 
tions and exemptions from the requirements. 

The experience and observation of the Food and Drug Administration and 
the Public Health Service convinces us of the need for a Federal poultry in- 
spection program which will effectively protect the consumer against the pur- 
chase and consumption of unwholesome poultry and protect the plant workers 
and poultry handlers from exposure to disease. This view is widely shared and 
is concurred in by the Institute of American Poultry Industries, a large na- 
tional trade organization of poultry processing and marketing firms. In Deceim- 
ber 1955 they published a resolution favoring the development and adoption 
of sound mandatory inspection for poultry. 

We are thus in accord with the objective of this bill. However, without at- 
tempting to analyze every detail of the bill we feel the attention of the com- 
mittee should be called to possible effect of some of the provisions. 

1. We think it must be recognized that the inclusion of provisions authorizing 
Federal inspection of poultry intended solely for intrastate distribution in desig- 
nated areas of large consumption may raise questions of conflict with the in- 
spection services and food and drug enforcement provisions in the various 
States. The committee may wish to explore the question whether there is ac- 
tually a need for such a provision in order to carry out the objectives of this 
bill. 

2. We also have concern over the general provisions of section 18 (a) which 
places “exclusive jurisdiction in the fields within the scope” of this bill in the 
Seeretary of Agriculture and specifically exempts poultry from the provisions 
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act,.“to the extent that’ such products “are 
covered by the provisions” of this bill. This provision raises two questions. 

(a) In the first place the vesting of “exclusive jurisdiction” in the Secretary 
of Agriculture, whether or not actually so intended, would seem designed to oust 
the States of concurrent jurisdiction. This is a matter of sufficient importance 
to require Clarification, depending on the conclusion which be reached by the 
committee as to the need for exclusive Federal jurisdiction. 

(6) In the second place, insofar as the relationship of this bill to other Federal 
laws is concerned, the reference to “exclusive jurisdiction” of the Secretary is 
unclear and might be construed more broadly than intended. 

So far as the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is concerned it seems 
wholly logical that its relation to a poultry inspection act be the same as exists 
with respect to the Meat Inspection Act. Since poultry and poultry products 
are for the most part perishable and since mistakes may occur, it is necessary 
to have provisions for dealing with inspected poultry after it has been intro- 
duced into interstate commerce. It is logical that, as in the case of other meats, 
this be done under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act which has the 
necessary legal provisions. 

We would therefore suggest that section 18 (a) be changed to delete the lan- 
guage referring to the Secretary’s “exclusive jurisdiction” and that poultry and 
poultry products be simply made exempt from the provisions of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to the extent of the application thereto of the provisions 
of this bill. This is the nature of the provision with respect to the relationship 
between the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the Meat Inspection Act, 
and this has worked most satisfactorily for many years. Any reference to State 
power in this field, if considered necessary, should, we believe, be dealt with in 
a separate provision. 

3. The definition of the term “unwholesome” in the bill differs substantially 
from the term “adulterated” in the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The 
standards of adulteration and specifications for wholesomeness and fitness for 
food for poultry should obviously be those of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act. It seems undesirable and capable of creating great confusion and 
conflict if the standards for wholesomeness and fitness for food that are imposed 
under this bill are different from those of the generai food law. Moreover, such 
a Situation not only will create a discriminatory situation either for or against 
poultry products under laws at the Federal level, but would inevitably give rise 
to confusion and conflict in States whose laws in the food and drug field are 
either identical with or patterned closely after the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetie Act. On the other hand, reenacting or including by reference in the 
hill the provisions of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act as the controlling 
standards of fitness would serve to preserve the decisions and jurisprudence 
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which has been in effect over a period of 50 years. Such a procedure will tend 
to make the poultry inspection bill positive and certain and would relieve neces- 
sity for interpretation to a larger extent. 

4. In order to avoid misunderstanding by the consumer, it seems desirable 
to provide in the bill that the inspection mark shall not be placed on food which 
is not labeled as required by the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and 
regulations issued thereunder. Instead, the bill would provide a series of inde- 
pendent labeling requirements not related to the primary objective of the bill and 
would give the Secretary authority to permit variations and exemptions from 
such requirements. We can see no reason for these provisions and believe they 
would give rise to confusion and discrimination as between poultry and other 
food products. 

5. It seems desirable that the Secretary of Agriculture consult with this De- 
partment in determining the propriety or desirability of any exemptions under a 
poultry inspection law, so that proper account will be taken of the relation and 
impact of such exemptions upon other foods covered by the Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act. 

While it is likely that such a cooperative relationship will inevitably be carried 
on as it is under the meat-inspection program, it nevertheless seems desirable to 
include a clear provision to that effect in this bill. 

6. To the extent that the prohibited acts under section 8 relate to exports it 
would seem desirable to parallel the language of section 801 (d) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act. This provides in effect that food exported from 
this country must either comply with the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act as it 
applies to domestic commerce or, if not, must not be in conflict with the laws 
of the country of destination and must conform to the specifications of the foreign 
buyer and be marked “for export.” Such provisions should be in lieu of language 
of the bill which will simply permit exports of certain poultry products “pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary.” 

In conclusion, we feel that this bill, instead of creating the possibility of con- 
flicting and discriminatory standards for different foods should be so drawn 
as to, in essence, apply the provisions of the existing standards of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to plant inspection of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts and to continue the application of that act to the product after it enters 
interstate commerce. This should constitute the simplest and most effective 
method for accomplishing the purposes that are intended and maintain a uni- 
formity between regulation of poultry and poultry products and other foods 
which is so essential. 

In view of the above discussion, we must recommend against the enactment of 
the bill as now drawn. It is obvious that adoption of the substantive suggestions 
made above, as well as other needed technical revision, will require extensive 
redrafting of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Forsom, Secretary. 


Senator Crement:. Before hearing the first witness, there are 
several telegrams and letters that I would like to place in the record at 
this time. 

One is a telegram from Mack I. Shanholtz, Virginia State Health 
Commission, member of the executive committee of the Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers. 

Another is from Mr. Henry J. Beernink, general manager of the 
Washington Cooperative Farmers Cooperative Association. 

Another is a letter from Senator Gordon Allott of Colorado, who is 
unable to attend the meeting this morning due to conflict in his 
schedule. 

And another is from Mr. Stanley J. Leland, director of the New 
Mexico Department of Public Health. 

Finally, here is a telegram from the Pacific Dairy and Poultry 
Association. 
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(The letters and telegrams are as follows :) 
JUNE 15, 1956. 
Senator Ear_e C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation, 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Because of a conflict in my legislative schedule I will be unable 
to appear personally at the hearings you have scheduled for June 18 to consider 
S. 3588 and 8S. 3983 for the establishment of a system of compulsory inspection of 
poultry. 

Although it should be clear from the fact that 1 have cosponsored 8. 3588, I 
should like to reiterate my belief that such a program is necessary and desirable. 
Because of the splendid organization, morale, and experience of the Meat Inspec- 
tion Branch of the Department of Agriculture | am convinced that the respon- 
sibility for poultry inspection should be placed there. I am confident that 
under the direction of this service a program will be developed that will provide 
the ultimate protection to the consumer and employees and one which will 
be operated soundiy and economically. Toward these ends, the Secretary of 
Agriculture should be given substantial discretion to determine in the day-to-day 
functioning of the program the detailed standards to be met and the extent of 
inspection which is necessary. The long history of sound and effective inspec- 
tion of red meats by the Meat Inspection Branch can be relied on to insure that 
the citizens of this country are provided with only good wholesome poultry 
and poultry products. 

It would be greatly appreciated if this letter could be made a part of the 
record of these hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
GorDON ALLOTT, 
United States Senate. 


SANTA Fe, N. Mex., June 11, 1956. 
Hon. EarLte C, CLEMENTS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: I am writing you in regard to S. 3176, and its 
companion bill H. R. 9006, to amend the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthy, diseased, unwholesome or unadulterated poultry or poultry 
products. I would like to state that this Department is strongly in favor of 
the passage of 8. 3176 and H. R. 9006. 

There has long been need for an adequate compulsory program of poultry 
inspection. It is now well known that a large proportion of the thousands of 
cases of food poisoning and food infections that occur every year in this coun- 
try are due to unwholesome and diseased poultry products. A compulsory pro- 
gram for the inspection of such products moving interstate would reduce con- 
siderably the incidence of such cases, and would help immeasurably in the sub- 
sequent adoption of similar intrastate programs, which are also sorely needed. 

We are very much in favor of having this program come under the juris- 
diction of the Food and Drug Administration. This agency has had a long 
and meritorious record of protecting the public against adulterated and un- 
wholesome food as well as dangerous drugs. Since poultry inspection is essen- 
tially a public health program, it is logical that the program should be a re- 
sponsibility of a public health agency. 
cane view of the above we would appreciate your support of S. 3176 and H. R. 





Sincerely, 
Srantey J. LELanp, M. D., 
Director, New Mevico Department of Public Health. 
SearTLte, WasuH., June 15, 1956. 
Re 8. 3588 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: I am advised a hearing is scheduled to be held on 
the above bill on June 26, and therefore would like to file the following brief 
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on behalf of Washington Co-Operative Farmers Association, headquarters in 
Seattle, Wash. 

Washington Co-Operative Farmers Association, a farmers’ cooperative, is owned 
by and serves more than 45,000 farm families in the State of Washington. 
Among our other activities we operate 3 modern poultry and turkey processing 
plants, and for 30 vears have been extensive operators in the canning of poultry 
and turkeys. 

We are in accord with the intent and principles outlined in 8S. 3588, and would 
emphasize the following points. 

We believe it highly desirable that poultry inspection be continued under the 
Department of Agriculture with its corps of veterinarians and many years’ 
background of experience in poultry and other meat inspection. 

Further, we believe the effective date proposed in S. 3588 of July 1, 1958, 
approximately 2 years from now, is the shortest time the Department can pro- 
vide and train the inspectors that will be required to cover the entire industry, 
likewise giving industry an opportunity to adjust to the new requirements. 
However, those firms now under voluntary inspection and those that may wish 
to come under sooner should be permitted the advantages as provided in the 
bill. 

We believe it only fair, as provided in the bill, that the program, primarily 
in the interest of the public, should be financed from appropriated funds, similar 
to provisions applying for many years to red meats. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Harry J. BEERNINK, 
General Manager, Washington Co-Operative Farmers Association. 


RICHMOND, Va., June 15, 1956. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chane in, Agriculture Committee, 
nate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


On behalf of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers I have 
been directed to convey to your committee our support of 8S. 3983 on poultry 
inspection. It is the opinion of the association that S. 3983 will provide needed 
protection for the consuming public against unwholesome and diseased poultry 
and poultry products. The Meat Inspection Branch of the Department of Agri- 
culture is a competent consumer protective agency already serving the Nation in 
a commendable fashion. We have no doubt that under the provision of S. 3983 
they will do an equally good job on poultry. If we can be of further service 
to your or your committee please call on us at your pleasure. 

Mack I. SHANHOLTz, 
Virginia State Health Commissioner, Member Executive Committee of 
the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers. 





Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. EArLE C. CLEMENTS, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Membership this association representing estimated 80 percent total processing 
and distribution of poultry in 9 Western States urges favorable considera- 
tion S. 3588 on poultry inspection. Further appeal made that program be re- 
tained under Department of Agriculture who, by reason of experience and under- 
standing, have proved capacity to administer program. Further propose this 
industry request be made part of record this hearing. 

PaciFic Datrry & POULTRY ASSOCIATION. 

Senator CLements. The first witness that the committee will hear 
this morning is the distinguished Senator from Vermont who not only 
formerly headed numerous subcommittees of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, but who has been a very distinguished chair- 
man of this committee. The committee will be glad to hear you at 
this time. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator Aiken. One of the outstanding developments in agricul- 
ture in the past two decades has been the growth of the poultry meat 
industry and the increased use of poultry meat as a common item of 
consumers’ diets. 

Per capita consumption of poultry meat is increasing rapidly. In 
1954 per capita consumption of chicken was 23.7 pounds compared 
with 13.7 pounds in 1940. During the same period per capita con- 
sumption of turkey increased from 2.9 to 4.5 pounds. 

This development has been promoted by an aggressive merchan- 
dising program by the marketing concerns in the industry—which 
has emphasized providing the consumer with a wholesome quality 
product at a reasonable price—a product which will encourage the 
consumer to buy more poultry meat products. I believe the industry 
is to be commended for the progress they have made. 

Chickens and turkeys are subject to a considerable number and 
variety of poultry diseases, which cause heavy annual losses to poul- 
trymen. 

Occasionally, a poultryman will have a disease condition in his 
flock and dispose of his poultry before the disease condition becomes 
generally apparent. Such action is harmful to the industry and to 
the consumer. 

Most poultrymen religiously dispose of all diseased birds by bury- 
ing or burning them. The great majority of poultry meat reaching 
the consumer today is a wholesome product. 

Reliable stores won’t handle poultry meat not originating from re- 
liable sources. But there are occasional exceptions. Poultrymen and 
the poultry industry have been discussing this problem for a number 
of years. Opinion in the industry has, as I understand it, been gradu- 
ally crystallizing in support of a poultry-meat-inspection program 
comparable to that which is provided for beef, pork, and lamb. 

The bill which I have introduced, S. 3588, is designed to insure that 
consumers will be provided with poultry meat products with com- 
plete assurance as to wholesomeness, but with a minimum of disrup- 
tive effect upon the poultry marketing business. 

I do not suggest 1t is a perfect bill. Amendments may be offered 
which will improve it. I think it is advisable for the subcommittee 
to thoroughly study the various issues which are involved to the end 
that desirable legislation may be perfected. 

The poultry industry i is one of our big agricultural industries, per- 
haps larger and more important than is generally recognized. Total 
“ash mz irketing receipts from the sale of poultry and poultry products 
in 1955 was as follows: 





Million 

CR oo oss sa. ken sore anes et is i aoe $1, 035 
Turaey Gd Other. WORIETY on se pep ncn wags ee a 366 
We a 8 ee i Se ae eee eee Be ee 1, 793 
Wem aii itn —cetignss vis Standen sate shhettiase + sae a eee ale 3, 194 


This is over 10 percent of tot: al cash farm receipts in 1955. 

Sections 2 and 3 of S. 3588 set forth legislative findings and a dec- 
laration of policy—namely to prevent movement in commerce of un- 
wholesome poultry products. 
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Although the bill is designed primarily to provide for inspection of 
poultry in interstate commerce, section 4 permits the determination of 
major city areas within which all poultry received, including poultry 
received from areas within the State, must be inspected. 

Section 5 of the bill contains the authorization for the Secretar 
of Agriculture to undertake a poultry inspection program. I thin 
it is particularly important that this authority be granted to the De- 
partment of Agriculture rather than to some other agency. 

The Department has had long experience in regulatory activity. It 
has the skilled and experienced personnel in this field. It has done an 
outstanding job, acceptable to both farmers and consumers, in a similar 
activity, the inspection of red meat moving in interstate commerce. 

At this point I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, I do not think it 
is advisable to set up by law a separate section for the inspection of 
poultry meat within the Department of Agriculture. If we do this, 
it results in some duplication of efforts. It would necessitate more 
employment and wand be a standing invitation to transfer that sec- 
tion to some other agency of the Government at the first opportunity 
or moment. 

Senator CLements. Let me ask you, Is there any inspection service 
of this nature in any other agency of the Federal Government than the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Senator A1rken. Of meat inspection? Not that I know of. I have 
said, Mr. Chairman, that this bill is undoubtedly far from perfect, that 
there may be some provisions that should be in there, that are not in. 
Some may be left out that should be put in. I do not like the idea, how- 
ever, of setting up a separate section by law other than in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Senator CLements. The only reason I asked the question, I thought 
maybe from your statement that you might have thought there was 
some danger of this one being transferred to some other agency of the 
Government. And I did not think that there was any other inspection 
service for meat products in any other agency except the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Arken. I simply said that because of the advocacy of cer- 
tain organizations in the country that poultry inspections be put under 
another agency of Government rather than the Department of Agri- 
culture. I am sorry they saw fit to make that recommendation. 
It just gives the impression they do not like farmers too well. I do 
not think it is good business to do that. 

Senator Clements. We have heard there were those that wanted 
to put it under the Pure Food and Drug Operations. 

Senator Arken. That is right. 

Senator Witi1aMs. Traditionally, the Department of Agriculture 
has always had the inspection of farm products, hasn’t it? 

Senator Arken. That is correct. 

Senator Witziams. Both meat and poultry ? 

Senator Arken. Insofar as I know, there is no criticism of the meat 
inspection as it is now handled by the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Wiuu1aMs. And the bulk of the criticism against the poul- 
try products or other products which may be going to market and 
which are not in suitable condition, is criticism against those products 
which were not inspected and not against the Department of Agricul- 
ture as a result of not having mandatory inspection. 
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Senator Arken. That is right. 

Senator Cuements. I think it is a fair statement to make that both 
of these bills which are before the committee recommend that poultry 
inspection be in the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Arken. That is correct. As I understand it, the Food and 
Drug Administration, as well as the Senate Labor Committee, have 
felt 

Senator Wiiu1ams. That it should be. 

Senator A1xen. That this inspection should be under the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture rather than setting up duplicating machinery in 
some other agency of the Government. 

Section 6 of the bill is, to my mind, just as important as the inspec- 
tion itself. This section provides for the establishment of sanitary 
standards, both as to plants and as to operations. 

Section 7 of the bill provides for honest labeling and for the use of 
an official inspection mark. 

Section 8 is perhaps the key paragraph of the bill in that it sets 
forth those marketing practices which are to be prohibited. The 
major provisions of this section are that delivery of poultry into com- 
merce without inspection, or in unwholesome condition, or without 
adequate labeling is prohibited. 

Section 9 provides simply that if a plant is to be federally inspected 
all poultry processed by such plant must be federally inspected. 
Otherwise a processor could merely divert into local markets any 
poultry that would not meet Federal inspections. 

Sections 11, 12 and 13 are the enforcement provisions. Both in- 
junctions and criminal penalties are provided. I want to particularly 
support the provision of section 13 providing for informal hearings, 
and the authority of the Secretary to avoid court action, if the same 
result may be accomplished without such action. 

It seems to me that experience has indicated that enforcement of 
Federal regulatory authority is most effectively accomplished by edu- 
cation and persuasion, leaving more forceful action to the occasional 
recalcitrant case. 

The provisions of section 15 relating to exemptions are, I believe, 
essential to practical administration and to avoid unnecessary hard- 
ship. I would not be surprised if the investigation of the committee 
should disclose that some modification and perhaps additional pro- 
visions should be provided in this section. 

Section 17 merely provides that imported poultry meat must have 
been produced under a system of inspection and under such sanitary 
conditions as are comparable to those required of domestic producers 
under the bill. 

So much for the bill. 

This is a very important issue to poultrymen. The subcommittee’s 
investigation may disclose some problems that are inadequately 
handled under the bill or some situation which will need your careful 
consideration to avoid disruption of the marketing of poultry prod- 
ucts. 

I certainly do not consider the bill as necessarily perfect legis- 
lation (it probably is not), or even a matter that need necessarily be 
completed in these closing days of the 84th Congress. 
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But I do believe it is an important and forward-looking measure 
and that legislation to accomplish its objectives is needed and should 
be enacted by the Congress without too much delay. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ciements. I do not want to get from your statement, 
and I hope I did not get it, but do you think it is wise for the Congress 
to act on this legislation, if they can reach agreement on the essential] 
language 

Senator Arken. Oh, yes. 

Senator Cements. That will put it into effect ¢ 

Senator Arken. I hope it can be done. What I mean, Mr. Chair- 
man, is that rather than to try to hurry to get under the wire before 
this Congress recesses for the summer, and taking a chance on getting 
improper or inadequate provisions in the bill, take a little longer 
time. I would like to see it get through at this session if it is pos- 
sible to do so. 

Senator CLtemen's. I thought I understood the Senator from Ver- 
mont’s view on the legislation, but I wanted to be sure that the record 
did not leave any doubt about it, because I know of his great interest 
in the enactment of compulsory poultry inspection legislation. 

Senator Arken. Yes. That is true. And I would hope that we 
could complete the legislation this year but rather than get through 
the wrong legislation with mistakes that would have to be rewritten 
and changed another year, I would rather take a little more time. 

But I do hope we can get it completed before the end of this 
session of the Congress. 

Senator CLements. Are there any questions you want to ask? 

Senator Witi1AMs. I have no questions, except that I do want to 
join the Senator from Vermont in expressing the hope that we can get 
action on this legislation. I hope we can get it out this year, because 
the overwhelming majority of the poultry industry itself recognizes 
the need of compulsory inspection. But as the Senator has pointed 
out, While you have a very few in the industry who will take advantage 
of the fact that there is no compulsion and put on the market some- 
thing which is not in good condition, the housewife must be assured 
that all poultry is fit toeat. A small shipment of bad poultry disrupts 
the market of those trying to do a good job. 

I think that we do need some type of compulsory inspection, and I 
think that the Department of Agriculture is the agency which can 
most efficiently handle it. 

Senator Arken. My initial interest in this matter, Mr. Chairman, 
stems from the fact that in my own State there is a poultry processor, 
who buys large numbers of birds which are grown within a radius of 
100 miles of this plant. He does not have all the necessary equipment 
for eviscerating as yet. He has a lot of it goes 
to New York, some goes to Montreal, some ‘to fF places, I suppose, 
but twice he has made shipments which have laid around after they 
have reached destination until they have become badly infected with 
something or other. 

And he has had to go into Federal court twice and get fined for 
something for which he was not responsible. The judge has sympathy 
for him because in all probability the product was in good shape when 
he shipped it. The last time he told him that he would have to look 
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to Congress for any relief from.that situation, and to provide the in- 
spection at the source; otherwise, he is likely to go to jail the next 
time he comes into court. 

Senator Cements. Adding to what Senator Williams and Senator 
Aiken have said about the desirability of completing this legislation 
at this session of Congress, it would appear to me from what pre- 
liminary information has been made available to all of us, that there 
are fewer areas of disagreement in connection with it. 

And unless there are new areas opened up that justifiably should 
be examined carefully and it would be more time consuming than I 
should think, I see no reason why we should not have legislation en- 
acted. 

Certainly, there is no disposition upon the part of the subcommittee 
chairman to take any other position than to give it the most rapid 
consideration that it can be giveri and at the same time be thorough, 

Senator Witu1aMs. We could always modify it in a later Congress 
if we found there was some point that was overlooked. 

Senator CLeMEnts. I know of no legislation of this nature that has 
not been modified through the years after it was first enacted. 

Senator Arxen. I think with the reference of Senator Murray’s bill 
to this committee that the greatest area of disagreement has been 
eliminated. We ought to be able to get together on the details of the 
legislation necessary. 

Senator Cuements. As I said, based upon the preliminary infor- 
mation inatighle t to eg subcommittee, I see no reason why we should 
not get together and get a good bill out of this subcommittee. And 
if we do and the hearings | are adequate, I believe Congress would 
act on it quickly. 

Do you have any more questions? 

Senator Wiuiams. No more questions. 

Senator Arken. I thank you for hearing me first because I have 
to go to the Foreign Relations Committee where we hope to conclude 
marking up the mutual aid bill. 

Senator CLtements. The committee understands the problems that 
you have this morning. The committee also understands the problems 
of Senator Murray. 

Senator WituiamMs. My colleague, Senator Frear, has a statement 
which he would like to have ine orporated i in the record in support of 
this bill. And I ask that it be incorporated. 

Senator Ciements. It will be placed in the record at this point. 


STATEMENT FILED BY THE HONORABLE J. ALLEN F REAR, JR., A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


I appear here to day in behalf of S. 3588, a bill cosponsored by my colleague 
Senator John J. Williams and ae which would provide mandatory Govy- 
ernment inspection of poultry offered for sale to the public. I speak in favor 
of this legislation and most respectively urge its enactment during this session 
of the Congress. 

As many of you may already know, the State of Delaware was for some time 
the largest producer of poultry, especially broilers. Other States have vied 
with our producers not only in quantity but in quality; however, I have yet to 
believe that they have exceeded the first State in the caliber of its broiler 
products. 

Poultry is one meat product that does not carry a United States Government 
inspection label when offered for sale. This has often been brought to our 
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attention and recommended as being necessary for the safety and well-being of 
consumers, 

Another bill, 8. 3176, under consideration by the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Welfare, also provides mandatory inspection. Perhaps the most important 
difference between the two bills is the assignment of responsibility for the 
inspection. S. 3176 would assign that duty to Department of Health, whereas, 
S. 3588 places the responsibility upon the Department of Agriculture. 

This, in my considered opinion, is where the responsibility for mandatory 
inspection should vest. Having had many years of experience in the inspection 
of meats and fish, the Department of Agriculture has already set up facilities 
and field representatives which could easily assume the inspection of poultry 
without an additional outlay of large sums of money. 

On the other hand, it is my understanding that the Department of Health, Ednu- 
cation, and Welfare does not have existing facilities for this type of inspection, 
dealing largely instead with drugs and similar type commodities. 

I respectfully urge, therefore, the committee to consider the necessity for 
having mandatory inspection of poultry, as well as of meats and fish, and that 
the responsibility of inspection be given to the Department of Agriculture, This 
ean be accomplished with the enactment of S. 3588. 


Senator CLemEnts. The next witness we will hear is Senator Murray, 
of Montana, who is the author of S. 3983. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Murray. Mr. Chairman, we find ourselves in pretty full 
agreement. 

Your invitation to appear before your committee in regard to com- 
pulsory poultry inspection is appreciated by all the members of the 
Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting Pure Food and Drug Admin- 
istration of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 

Inspection of foods, and licensing and inspection of the production 
of drugs and cosmestics has been conducted by the Government for a 
half century to protect the public health and welfare and to eliminate 
unwholesomefi, unfit, adulterated and fraudulent products from the 
markets. 

For many years after the enactment of the Food and Drug Act and 
the Meat Inspection Act of 1906, the work was all in the Department 
of Agriculture and under the jurisdiction of your committee. 

Following establishment of the Federal Security Administration, 
now the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Food 
and Drug Administration was transferred to that agency and has 
come into the legislative field of the Labor and Public Welfare Com- 
mittee. 

As you know, our subcommittee has held hearings on and considered 
S. 3176 to establish compulsory poultry inspection in the Food and 
Drug Administration. We became convinced, because the Food and 
Drug Administration preferred it, and because the Meat Inspection 
Branch in the Department of Agriculture has done an excellent job 
of consumer protection, that the inspection job should go to the Meat 
Inspection Branch. 

In accordance with that decision, all members of our subcommittee 
joined in introducing S. 3983 which modifies S. 3176 by naming the 

feat Inspection Branch instead of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion to handle the compulsory poultry inspection work. 

Our subcommittee concluded that inspection work should in no case 
be placed in an agency of Government primarily concerned with assist- 
ing in the marketing of products. 
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Maintenance of the high public confidence which has been estab- 
lished in Government inspection service requires that such should 
never be put in an agency where other objectives may result in com- 
promising the consumer interest. 

Our subcommittee feels that the voluntary poultry inspection of 
the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service has demon- 
strated the dangers of permitting inspection by such agencies. 

A second matter of basic importance, in addition to who does the 
work, is the establishment of inspection standards compatible with 
those of the pure food and meat inspection standards. 

It would be unfortunate if Food and Drug Administration, which 
has jurisdiction over meat and poultry products after they leave proc- 
essing plants, and the new poultry inspection service have different 
standards. 

S. 3983 has been carefully drafted to include the inspection stand- 
ards in S. 3176 which were approved by the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration as compatible. 

Mr. Chairman, with your admission I shall file for your record and 
consideration a copy of the report of the Subcommittee on Legislation 
Affecting the Food and Drug Administration which deals with this 
subject and states our views in considerable detail. 

Senator CLements. That is Document No. 129? 

Senator Murray. Yes, Senate Document 129, 84th Congress, 2d 
session. 


Senator Cements. It will be accepted and noted at this point, and 
will be on file for use by the committee. 

Senator Murray. We are convinced that poultry producers, pro- 
cessors, and consumers will all be benefited by compulsory poultry - 
inspection and that it should be instituted without delay. 

I think that is in line with the views expressed by the distinguished 
Senator just a few moments ago, Mr. Williams. I appreciate your 
hearing me here this morning. I believe that this legislation can be 
put through without any undue haste. 

I think our committee—I know—is in full agreement. on the kind 
of a program that we should have. 

I am sure that we will cooperate with your committee. 

Senator Ciements. Senator Murray, the committee has been glad 
to hear you this morning. 

And I want to express my personal appreciation to you and to 
your committee for the understanding way that you approached this 
a acre when you realized that this was a matter that should come 

fore the Committee and Agriculture and Forestry, after the testi- 
mony was heard in your committee. 

You introduced the bill that we are considering here this morning, 
S. 3983, along with the one introduced by Senator Aiken, S. 3588, and 
there is no question in my mind but what your hearings will provide 
much worthwhile information for this committee in making their de- 
termination on what I deem a very important matter for the commit- 
tee to take action on this year. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Wiiuiams. No; I do not have any questions, except that 
I do want to join you in thanking his committee for the study that 
it has given to this problem. I join you in the hope that it can be 
enacted this year and that we can keep the control of this inspection 
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under the Department of Agriculture. I think we are in unanimous 
agreement that it belongs there. I agree with you that the enact- 
ment of some type of legislation such as this would be in the best 
interests of all concerned, not only the consumer but also the poultry- 
men themselves, because there is nothing in the world that would 
help them better than guaranteeing to the consumer that it is a good 
product when they buy it. 

Senator Murray. You have expressed my views completely. I 
thoroughly agree with you. 

Senator Wiiu1Ams. I am sure we can get the appropriate language 
in the bill. 

Senator Murray. I think you will have no difficulty in doing that. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Ciements. The next witness is our distinguished friend 
from Utah, Senator Bennett. We will be glad to hear from you at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Senator Bennett. I have a very brief statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to make a brief state- 
ment. on 8. 3588 which TI am cosponsoring. 

I became interested in it fundamentally because we have in Utah 
a substantial poultry industry, the products of which are shipped 
ail the way to the east coast. And I am anxious to protect the stand- 
ards, the high standards, that our Utah industry holds up. 

Two or three weeks ago I was privileged to go with a group of 
my colleagues to the little village of Gainesville, Ga., where our Sen- 
ator colleague, Senator George, was honored on the occasion of his 
retirement. And I was surprised to be told in that little village they 
now have a poultry industry approximately $200 million a year. 

The birds that are processed in Gainesville are shipped all the way 
to the west coast, as well as to the northern markets. 

And the poultry industry which once was based on local distribution 
has certainly become based on a pattern of national distribution. 
And with meat as perishable as this, it becomes increasingly more 
important that high standards be set and inspection be carefully 
controlled. 

The main question which Congress is being asked to resolve with 
regard to the inspection of poultry and poultry products is the ques- 
tion of how the Federal Government shall administer the program of 
inspection. 

I think the legislative findings as to the necessity for inspection and 
regulation are not in serious dispute. The poultry industry is asking 
for compulsory inspection. They realize the nature of the problem 
and the genuine public interest which is involved. They realize 
also that their markets will not expand unless customers feel a sense 
of security with regard to the condition of the meat at the time of 
purchase. 

The problem, therefore, when reduced to its essentials is like so 
many problems which Congress must resolve; we must protect the 
public interest and yet at the same time not abuse the industry which 
is the object of control. 
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I believe S. 3588 meets this challenge more adequately than does 
the other bill dealing with this prob lem. Of course, there may be 
provisions of that bill which could in the committee’s judgment be 
included in 8. 3588. 

With the dev elopment of refrigerated foods consumption of poultry 
has risen from 3.1 billion pounds or $1 billion worth of farm business 
in 1940 to 6.6 billion pounds worth $3.5 billion at the farm in 1954. 

Per capita consumption of poultry meat has risen from 22 pounds 
to 35 for the same period. In the midst of this sharp rise in the con- 
sumption of poultry meats there has also been a rise in food poisoning 
attributable to poultry or poultry products. 

Much of this contamination occurs after the poultry products leave 
the processing plants, as Senator Aiken has pointed out to us. Just 
how much is, of course, difficult to determine. The record with refer- 
ence to the 26 diseases common to poultry and to man also points up 
the need for an inspection system. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe passage of this legislation 
would benefit the consumers, the processors, and the producers. Public 
confidence will undoubtedly reflect itself in additional purchasing of 
poultry and poultry products and the segments of the industry which 
need to raise their standards will be required to do so. 

T have full confidence in the Secretary of Agriculture. I am certain 
he will be able to develop an inspection program which will satisfy 
Congress, consumers, proc essors, and producers. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge » the committee to report S. 3538. 

Senator CLements. The Senator from Utah believes that the cost of 
the compulsory system to the taxpayers of this country is fully justified 
in that it gives protection to the consumers of this country of a very 
important part of their diet ? 

Senator Rarer. It does. It is part of the diet that is becoming 
increasingly more important, as the means of distributing this meat in 
prime condition increases. 

Senator Crements. I would not ask the Senator this, but I would 
later ask his colleague who sits by him—TI will ask him now—he is not 
here to testify—but i is it not your judgment that a sound compulsory 
inspection system will tend to increase rather than decrease the con- 
sumption of poultry ? 

Senator Witxi1aMs. I think definitely it will. I think it would tend 
to increase. And as you said, I think the small amount involved in 
the cost of it would be insignificant in comparison to the benefits to be 
derived by all segments of the industry. 

Senator Clements. You mean segments of the industry ? 

Senator Witr1ams. You mean the consumer, the processor, and the 
farmer, and everybody that is in ‘any way affected by it. 

Senator Bennerr. If the Senator from Utah may interject an 
uninformed opinion, I agree with my colleague from Delaware. I 
think the use of poultry ‘meat will increase substantially under this 
program. 

Senator Crements. The Chairman of this subcommittee believes 
that, too, with his limited experience. 

Weare happy to have had you. 

Senator Bennett. I appreciate the opportunity. 

80695—56——3 
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Senator CLements. The next witness is Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture, Mr. Earl L. Butz. Mr. Secretary, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Burz. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement that I shall 
read. I have with me three gentlemen to assist. me. 

Senator CLements. Will you identify them for the record ? 

Mr. Burz. To my immediate right, Mr. Lennartson, who is Deputy 
Administrator of the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Next is Mr. Hermon Miller who is Chief of the Poultry Division of 
the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

And Mr. Charles Bucy, who is Assistant General Counsel, handling 
our marketing work. 

Senator CLements. As I understand, Mr. Miller desires to testify in 
his own right ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes. We have some specific recommendations for amend- 
ments to the bill which Mr. Miller will present. 

We welcome the opportunity you have given us in the Department 
or Agriculture to take part in this hearing on S. 3588 and S. 3983. 
These bills provide for the compulsory inspection by the United States 
Department of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products. 

While the Department favors the objective of compulsory poultry 
inspection sought by both these bills, it has concluded that 5. 3588 
would provide a better basis for the development of a good bill that 
would . desirable from the standpoint of both the industry and the 
need for providing adequate consumer protection. 

Therefore, the Department recommends the enactment of S. 3588 
with certain amendments which a Department staff member will 
discuss later. The amendments we are proposing are for the purpose 
of making the bill more effective and to clarify the language in certain 
respects. 

The Department recommends S. 3588 as a basis for legislative action 
because, unlike S, 3983, it (1) provides for gradual application of the 
inspection activity so as to provide the time needed by both the admin- 
istering agency and the industry to meet the demands of a compulsory 
imspection program, (2) does not specify the administering agency 
of the Department but leaves this decision to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture in keeping with the principle long recog- 
nized by Congress, (3) indicates (particularly as we would amend 3. 
3588) that both antemortem and postmortem inspections would be 
required but leaves the details of inspection procedures to be pre- 
scribed by regulation, and (4) provides, clearly, for authority to 
ompconsiete the necessary funds to carry out the purposes of the act. 

hus we feel the generally S. 3588, as we recommend it be amended, 
will provide the Department with an act under which it can develop 
and administer a sound and effective poultry-inspection program. 

The Department of Agriculture conducts many food-inspection pro- 
grams under various authorities provided by Congress. All red meat 
which enters interstate commerce is inspected for wholesomeness under 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act passed in 1906. 

The golden anniversary of this red meat inspection program is now 
being celebrated. The Suptetnsns also conducts an inspection serv- 
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ice for processed fruits and vegetables and a comprehensive poultry 
inspection service under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, 

The food inspection programs carried on under the Agricultural 
Marketing Act are of a service, nonmandatory nature, since this law 
does not give the Department authority to impose requirements for 
inspection of agricultural products moving in interstate commerce. 

herefore, these inspection frm are available on a voluntary 
basis, as a service that is helpful both to industry and consumer 
roups. 
r Tu paloley marketing, the Department provides three different 
types of services. It may be helpful in your consideration of com- 
pulsory poultry inspection legislation to review briefly these three 
nonmandatory services. 

(1) Inspection for wholesomeness: This service provides for de- 
tailed inspection of individual birds at the time of processing. The 
consumer can recognize when this inspection service has been per- 
formed by a distinguishing mark which is in the form of a circle, and 
contains within this circle, “U. S. Inspected for Wholesomeness.” 

This guarantees the consumer that the ready-to-cook poultry cov- 
ered by this mark was processed in a plant which met the rigid sani- 
tary facility and operating requirements of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and, further, that at the time of evisceration 
every individual bird was examined by « qualified inspector, either 
a veterinarian or a lay inspector under the direct supervision of a 
veterinarian, to determine its fitness for human food. 

Any bird which is not considered suitable for human food is con- 
demned on the spot by the inspector and so treated as to preclude 
its use for human food. 

The regulations under which inspection for wholesomeness is con- 
ducted represent the experience of a 28-year period during which 
this program has been in operation. They have been developed in ac- 
cordance with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures 
Act which permits the public to participate in the formulation of such 
regulations. 

he standards set forth in these regulations are extreniely high. 
They incorporate the views of many scientists and of public-health 
agencies. In fact, the sanitation requirements of these regulations 
provided the pattern for the suggested code for poultry plant sani- 
tation which was published by the United States Public Health Serv- 
ice, and developed through the cooperation of public-health agencies 
and industry. 

The poultry eee for wholesomeness program has received 
wide acceptance. The use of this service has been expanding very 
rapidly in the last few years. 

In 1951, for example, only 145 plants made use of this service ; 
whereas today there are approximately 300. In addition, there are 
eens 125 applications for this service in various stages of 
clearance, 

In 1955, approximately 1, billion pounds of poultry were eviscer- 
ated under this program. This quantity represents about 25 percent 
of all poultry sold off farms that year. It represents approximately 
50 percent of the poultry moving in interstate commerce. 

The poultry inspection service is under the supervision of highly 
qualified veterinary personnel. The staff of 425 professional people 
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includes 300 veterinarians. There are some saff members who have 
been with this service since its inception 28 years ago. 

All those engaged in this work are employees of the Department, 
or are State employees licensed by this Department under a coopera- 
tive agreement with Federal supervision. 

(2) Grading for quality: This service provides for the determina- 
tion of quality of processed poultry. The consumer can recognize 
the poultry product which has been processed and graded for quality 
by the Department by a shield-shaped mark containing within it 
words to designate its quality, which would be “U. S. Grade A,” “U. S. 
Grade B,” or “U. 8S. Grade C.” 

Grading service on bulk packages of poultry can only be performed 
on those birds which were processed in an approved plant meeting 
the same sanitary and operation requirements as used in plants process- 
ing under the Department’s inspection for wholesomeness program. 

The official grade marks on individual consumer packaged products 
can only be used on ready-to-cook poultry which has been inspected 
and approved for wholesomeness. The purpose of the grading service 
is to facilitate marketing at all levels of distribution through the use 
of standard grade designations of quality. In 1955, approximately 
500 million pounds of poultry were graded under this program. 

Certification for quality is performed by qualified individuals who 
are licensed by this Department after carefully determining their 
qualifications. Licensees are closely supervised and their work is 
continually evaluated by civil service supervisory personnel. Inci- 
dentally, neither S. 3588 nor any other bill before Congress relates to 
grading of poultry for quality. 

(3) Plant sanitation program: This service program provides for 
plants to operate under Department of Agriculture supervision when 
processing poultry into dressed form to assure that the plant complies 
with rigid sanitary facility and operation requirements during proc- 
essing. 

This service is necessary to provide evidence that poultry is proc- 
essed in a sanitary manner when it is moved as dressed poultry into 
plants for further processing under official inspection into canned or 
ready-to-cook form. 

Unlike red meat, poultry is not always eviseerated in the same estab- 
lishment where slaughtered. The sanitation program for — pro- 
ducing dressed poultry which may later move to a plant for further 
processing under official inspection was inaugurated in 1951. This 
was done to assure that all poultry was processed in a sanitary manner 
from the time of slaughter until shipment from the plant in processed 
form. 

Since it is not possible to determine with definiteness whether poul- 
try is fit for human food until evisceration takes place, no certification 
is made regarding wholesomeness under this plant-sanitation program. 

The label distinctly states that the product is dressed poultry proc- 
essed under U.S. D. A. sanitary standards. It also makes clear that 
this dressed poultry was neither inspected for wholesomeness nor 
graded for quality. Moreover, this label can be used only.on bulk 
containers and cannot appear on individual consumer packages. 

This plant-sanitation service is performed only by qualified persons 
licensed and closely supervised by civil-service supervisory personnel. 
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In 1955 about 1.7 billion pounds of poultry were processed in the 
plants certified under this program. 

The present interest in making poultry inspection compulsory under 
Federal law represents a development which logically stems from the 
experience gained over the years under the Department’s voluntary 
program, 

During the last 2 or 3 years this interest has grown to the point 
where proposals for such legislation are being supported by most 
of the farm organizations as well as industry and consumer groups. 

Perhaps a brief f description of some of the changes which have 
taken place in the production and marketing pattern for poultry 
will be helpful in considering legislation for compulsory poultry 
inspection. 

During the last 20 years, poultry-meat production from both 
chickens and turkeys has increased from 2.9 billion pounds live weight 
in the 1935-39 per iod to 6.6 billion pounds i in 1955. 

The per capita production of poultry meats has also increased. 
Despite a growing population, consumers have been provided with 
about 80 percent more chicken meat and 120 percent more turkey 
meat in recent years than was true in the period of the late thirties. 

The type of poultry being produced has also changed, and areas of 
production likewise have changed. In the early thirties practically 
all of the poultry meat came from the general-type farm, and chicken 
meat produced was largely a byproduct of egg production. Today 
the great bulk of all poultry meat marketed comes from commercial- 
type operations. 

The phenomenal growth of the commercial broiler industry is un- 
doubtedly familiar ‘to the members of this committee. Commercial 
broiler production was hardly recognized as an industry in the late 
thirty’s. In recent years the number of broilers produced has ex- 
ceeded 1 billion head’ per year. 

The production of turkeys likewise has become highly commercial- 
ized and turkey production is becoming concentrated in specrfie geo- 
graphical areas. This centralization of poultry meat production has 
brought into being mass movements of poultry products in interstate 
commerce, 

As a result of this great change to commercial production units, 
substantial advances have been made in processing and marketing 
methods. Today most of the industry is well equipped with modern 
sanitary facilities and the skills needed to produce high-quality 
products. 

The retail merchandising of poultry has changed rapidly, too. To- 
day the housewife is offered poultry as a convenience bood item to the 
same extent, if not to a greater extent, than most other foods. 

During the past 20 years the product offered for sale has moved 
through the phases from live to dressed or “New York dressed,” to 
birds which are ready-to-cook, and more recently to such convenience 
foods as fully prepared dinners, boned chicken and poultry meat pies 
which require no preparation by the housewife other than heating. 

These trends are undoubtedly the cause of the tremendous expan- 
sion in the use of the Department’s s inspection services and also‘the 

reason why there is increasing interest in making poultry inspection 
mandatory by law. 
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There are, of course, some definite limitations to the benefits to be 
derived from compulsory poultry inspection. These must be recog- 
nized as openly as possible for the simple reason that compulsory in- 
spection at processing plants is not the cure-all that some of its ad- 
vocates rere 


For example, compulsory inspection will not eliminate the possi- 
bility that exists with all foods, of people becoming ill after eating a 
meal] either at home or in a restaurant. 

No inspection program, no matter how rigid, could completely elimi- 
nate the occurrence of human sickness resulting from the consumption 
of any food product. 

Senator CLements. While you are on that subject, is it not true of 
the inspection service in red meats as well? 

Mr. Burz. Yes; it is indeed. 

Senator CLements. It is not anything which just applies to poultry 
inspection. It applies to all types of meat inspections. 

Mr. Burz. Quite right. In recent months, however, there have been 
allegations made that illnesses resulted from consumption of poultry 
meat when there is some evidence that the meat had become contam1- 
nated after it passed the processing plant. 

The point we want to make is that inspection at the processing 
plant does not assure that the product will be wholesome by the time 
it reaches the consumer. 

Senator WiLiiAMs, Just as in any other food, improper handling 
after inspection and certification could always contaminate the 
product ? 

Mr. Butz. That is correct. 

Senator CLements. That is no basis for failure to enact legislation. 

Mr. Burz. Certainly. You are quite right. We just wanted to point 
out that the enactment of legislation will not automatically assure a 
wholesome product when it reaches the consumer level, if it has not 
been properly handled. 

This is true because reports of food poisoning cases reveal that prac- 
tically all of them result from mishandling the product after it leaves 
the processing plant where it could be inspected. Such cases of ill- 
ness are usually the result of mishandling of the food product in the 
home or in the public eating establishments. 

Senator CLements. You would say, though, Mr. Butz, that cer- 
tainly there will be much less of the ill effects from contaminated 
poultry if we have a good, sound, compulsory system ? 

Mr. Burz. That is correct. 

Also, seizures of das: in marketing channels will not be com- 
pletely eliminated through the imposition of compulsory inspection. 
Most food seizures result from improper handling or damage during 
marketing-—that is, after the product leaves the processing plant. 

Therefore, compulsory inspection at the processing plant would not 
eliminate those types of seizures. However, if legislation for com- 
pulsory poultry inspection should eliminate the movement of dressed 
poultry in interstate commerce, Sheep to plants operating under in- 
spection as is contemplated under §. 3588, the seizures of poultry 
would be reduced since records. indicate that most seizures are of 
dressed poultry rather than the ready-to-cook poultry items. 

There is also some misconception about the extent of coverage that 
would be provided through a compulsory poultry inspection program 
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under Federal law. We should like to point out that such a Federal 
law would primarily control poultry moving in interstate commerce. 
The elimination of unwholesome poultry produced for sales in intra- 
state commerce could only be brought about by an active program on 
the part of local health authorities. We in the Department would, 
of course, want to assist these local authorities in every way possible 
as we are now doing. 

Now I would like to comment on some sections of S. 3588. 

First, section 4: This section authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture 
to designate cities or areas where all poultry handled and sold would 
be subject to the provisions of the act. 

Under this provision, all slaughtered poultry and poultry products 
handled or sold in such a designated city or area would be subject to 
the inspection requirements even though they did not move in inter- 
state commerce. We favor this provision because (a) it would make 
it possible for the Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation with local 
public health groups, to establish such a program in a designated city 
or area, thereby coordinating all poultry inspection activities and 
contributing to orderly marketing since section 18 (b) provides 
authority for the Secretary to license employees of other governmental 
agencies to carry out the purposes of this act, and (0) this provision 
would make it possible for the Secretary to take such action to insure 
to the extent possible the wholesomeness of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts sold in major metropolitan areas and which would aid in the 
enforcement of this act. 

It is contemplated that this authority would be used only to desig- 
nate large consuming centers, rather than production areas or areas 
where intrastate poultry products are handled in relatively minor 
quantities. 

Next is section 5: This section embodies the requirement that the 
Secretary of Agriculture inspect poultry and poultry products. We 
are suggesting some change in the language. We feel that there should 
be established clear authority for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
require both post mortem and ante mortem inspections. 

The details governing both post mortem and ante mortem inspec- 
tions, however, can best be developed in regulations to be issued by 
the Secretary so that changes which may be desirable as time passes 
may be made without amendments to the organic act. 

In section 10 we are suggesting rather substantial changes in order 
to include the requirement that handlers of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts keep records, as well as make them available. 

I should like to comment on section 18. Under subsection (a) of 
this section, the provision of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act would 
not apply to poultry and poultry preducts to the extent of the appli- 
cation of this Poultry Inspection Act under the regulations promul- 
gated by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The purpose of this is to avoid overlapping jurisdiction of the two 
acts and therefore prevent needless duplication of effort. At the 
same time it would provide that the provisions of the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act would apply to any circumstances beyond the 
application of this Poultry Inspection Act and also prevent any gaps 
in the application of the two laws. The Department believes that 
this subsection (a) is appropriate in that it insures complete cover- 
age without duplication. 
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Weare also suggesting some minor clarifying changes in section 22. 
We fully support,the intent of this section which is to permit carrying 
out the purposes of this act as orderly and efficiently as possible. 

The 2-year interim period before this act would become fully appli- 
cable will provide ample time to recruit and train personnel which 
will be necessary for the administering agency to carry on the work- 
load and will also provide ample time for processors who will need 
to equip themselves in order to comply with the requirements of regu- 
lations governing the mandatory inspection program. 

Senator CLemENts. You have discussed the time that is needed to 
recruit and train personnel that will be necessary to administer this 
program. Would you give to the committee any idea of the extent 
of the personnel that would be needed over and beyond the personnel 
that is now involved in the voluntary plan ? 

Mr. Burz. Mr. Miller will answer that. 


STATEMENT OF HERMON I. MILLER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DIVI- 
SION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Hermon Miturr. We haven't any real measure of the size of 
this program available at present. 

Senator Crements. You have more information in the Department 
than anyone in this country, and your ideas would probably be more 
accurate, 

Give us your best judgment. 

Mr. Hermon Miniter. The best information available would indi- 
cate there are between 650 and 700 plants running of a size around 
30,000 pounds of poultry a week, when they operate. That would be 
better than double our present activity. 

We have 425 professional people in the service now, and we would 
probably have 900 to 1,000—that is just a guess—900 to 1,000 in the 
service to carry out the purposes of this act. 

Senator Clements. It would be an increase of something like 500 
to 600 ¢ 

Mr. Hermon Munuer. Yes. 

Senator CLeEMEeNts. How many plants in the country operate under 
the Meat Inspection Service / 

Mr. Hermon Miuimr. I haven’t got that information. Dr. A. R. 
Miller is here. Maybe he can answer that. 


STATEMENT OF DR. A. R. MILLER, CHIEF MEAT INSPECTION 
BRANCH, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Dr. A. R. Mitier. 1,200 plants. 

Senator CLements. How many Government personnel are involved 
in the 1,200 plants ¢ 

Dr. A. R. Minier, 3,000. 

Senator Crements. About 3,000. You say there would be about 
600 plants in areas—— 

Mr, Hermon I. Mixture. Six hundred and fifty to seven hundred— 
large chain-type operations, based on the survey made by the Depart- 
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ment-—that is about the number. There are some, of course, in areas 
such as Jersey City that would be involved in interstate commerce 
that might not be of that size. I think the best figure on the numbers 
would be between 900 and 1,000. 

Senator CLementrs. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. Burz. The provision enabling persons who apply for the mspec- 
tion service to receive it prior to July 1, 1958, is good because it permits 
the inspection program to be put into effect gradually and in a more 
orderly manner than if all plants had to meet the program requirements 
on one specific day. 

Now I would like to have Mr. Hermon I. Miller, Director, Poultry 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service, present and discuss the 
various amendments which the Department is proposing. 

Before doing so, I want to emphasize that the legislation now under 
consideration is extremely important from the standpoint of con- 
sumers, producers, and the poultry industry in general. 

We in the Department want to do all we can to assist in the develop- 
ment of a good bill. Weshall be glad to answer any questions you may 
have and also assist the committee staff in any way that may be desired. 

Senator Crements. Would you prefer to hear Mr. Miller on this 
subject ¢ 

Senator Wi1aMs. I think we might just as well. 

Senator Ciements. Before asking any questions ? 

Senator Wutams. Unless Mr. Butz has to leave early. 

Mr. Butz. No; I will remain. 

Senator CLements. You may proceed, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Hermon I. Mruurr. I would like to suggest, if the committee 
would find it useful, we have marked up a copy of the bill in this note- 
book and I will be glad to leave it with the committee so you can see 
our suggestions alongside the bill. 

Senator Cements. Weappreciate your thoughtfulness and will be 
very happy to receive it. 

Mr. Hermon I. Mrtier. My name is Hermon I. Miller. I am Direc- 
tor of the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture. I am here to present and 
discuss various amendments to S. 3588 which the Department of Agri- 
culture recommends to this committee and that the bill be revised 
accordingly. 

With respect to section 5: On page 4, at the end of line 4, delete the 
comma and insert “or adulterated.” The word “adulterated” is de- 
fined in a subsequent amendment, the reason for which will be ex- 
plained later. The addition of the word here is to make section 5 
consistent with the definition. 

On. page 4, line 6, delete “inspection (ante mortem,”. We are sug- 
gesting that the language now which reads “inspects,” etc., be changed 
to read “examin: ition, ante mortem and post mortem inspection, and re- 
inspection, as he determines necessary.” The Department feels that 
this change clarifies the intent that both ante mortem and post mortem 
mspections be authorized under the act 

On page 4, line 7, delete “post mortem, or both” and insert “ante mor- 
tem and post mortem inspection”. ‘This amendment is also intended 
to clarify the Department’s intent that both ante mortem and post 
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mortem inspections be required, as the Secretary determines neces- 
sary. 

On page 4, line 11, after the word “All” insert the ford “poultry.” 
This amendment is necessary to identify the carcasses. 

On page 4, line 12, after the word “unwholesome,” insert “or adul- 
terated.” This is to make it consistent with the previous language. 
This is necessary to conform with amendments to be suggested for 
section 21. 

With respect to section 6: On page 5, line 12, delete the period at the 
end of that sentence and insert a comma and add “or adulterated.” 

With respect to section 7: On page 6, line 17, insert after the period 
following “prohibited” the following new sentence: 

No poultry products inspected or required to be inspected pursuant to the pro- 
vision of this Act shall be sold or offered for sale by any person, firm, or corpora- 
tion under any false or deceptive name; but established trade name or names 
which are usual to such products and which are not false and deceptive and 
which shall be approved by the Secretary are permitted. 

This amendment incorporates language presently in the Meat In- 
spection Act to make clear that the Secretary’s authority with respect 
to labeling under S. 3588 is comparable to that exercised under the Meat 
Inspection Act for which there is long precedent. 

Senator CLements. You say “long precedent.” Not that the chair- 
man is endeavoring to indicate his views so far as this bill is concerned, 
but for which there is a great confidence in this country ? 

Mr. Hermon I. Mirier. Yes; as well as a long period of operation. 

With respect to section 8: On page 7, lines 13 and 14, delete after 
the word “sale” in commerce, or the introduction, delivery for intro- 
duction.” On page 7, line 15, insert after the word “or” the words 
“delivery or” and delete the comma after “in commerce” and insert “or 
in a designated city or area,”. We think this addition in subsection “a” 
will make it possible to eliminate subsection “b.” It will make the 
same provisions for the product produced with requirements for the 
product in designated areas as for interstate commerce. 

On page 7, delete lines 20 to 93, and reletter the subsequent subsec- 
tions in alphabetical order starting with (b) respectively. The reason 
for the above three suggested amendments is to provide for uniform 
provision applicable to interstate commerce transactions and trans- 
actions in designated areas. 

On page 8, line 2, insert after the word “unwholesome” the words 
“or adulterated.” I think the reason for that has been explained. 
This is a conforming amendment required by reason of the forth- 
coming proposed definition of the word “adulterated.” 

On page 8, line 3, subsection (d) we recommend be amended to read 
as follows: 

This would be a complete rewriting of that. 

(ec) Knowingly and falsely making or issuing, altering, forging, simulating, 
or counterfeiting any official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or other 
identification, or device for making such mark or identification, used in connec- 
tion with the inspection of poultry or poultry products under this act, or know- 
ingly causing, procuring, aiding, assisting in, or being a party to, such false 
making, issuing, altering, forging, simulating, or counterfeiting, or knowingly 
possessing, without promptly notifying the Secretary of Agriculture or his repre- 
sentative, uttering, publishing, or using as true, or causing to be uttered, pub- 


lished, or used as true, any such falsely made or issued, altered, forged, simu- 
lated, or counterfeited official inspection certificate, memorandum, mark, or 
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other identification, or device for making such mark or identification, or know- 
ingly representing that any poultry or poultry product has been officially in- 
spected under the authority of this act when such poultry or poultry product 
has in fact not been so inspected. 


This proposed amendment is for the purpose of making the same 
prohibitions applicable to inspection marks, devices, certificates, and 
so forth, under 5, 3588 as are applicable to all permissive programs by 
reason of Public Law 272 of the 84th Congress. 

Senator Wix14Ms. Mr. Miller, you identify that new section as 
paragraph “c,” but I understand it to take the place of paragraph 
“b” of the bill. : 

Mr. Hermon I. Mirrer. That is correct. We eliminated para- 
graph b. 

On page 9, at the end of line 10, delete the comma after the word 
“courts.” The punctuation of the provision as presently written may 
be construed as limiting the availability of information to Govern- 
ment officials to that relevant in judicial proceedings under the act. 

With respect to section 10: On page 10, line 5, after the word “Act,” 
strike the remainder of the section and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 
persons engaged in the business of processing, transporting, shipping, or 
receiving poultry slaughtered for human consumption or poultry products in 
commerce or in a designated city or area, or holding such products so received 
shall maintain records showing, to the extent that they are concerned therewith, 
the receipt, delivery, sale, movement, or disposition of poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts and shall, upon the request of a duly authorized representative of the 
Secretary, permit him at reasonable times to have access to and to copy all such 
records. 

This amendment is for the purpose of requiring the keeping of rec- 
ords by persons subject to the proposed bill and the making of such 
records available and also the elimination of immunity and exemption 
of carriers from the provisions of the act. 

The requirement of availability without a requirement for the keep- 
ing of records could, in the opinion of the Department, well be mean- 
ingless. 

On page 11, line 9, delete the words “six months” and insert in lieu 
thereof “one year.” On page 11, line 10, delete the figure “$1,000” and 
insert “$5,000.” 

On page 11, line 13, delete the word “one” and insert the word 
“two.” 

The 3 above amendments would change the penalties for a first 
offense from 6 months and $1,000 fine to 1 year and a $5,000 fine. 

The Meat Inspection Act presently provides penalties of 2 years or 
$10,000 fine for all offenses. The amendment would change the pen- 
alty for a repeated violation of 2 years, which is comparable to the 
Meat Inspection Act. This will bring the penalties for similar of- 
fenses under both acts closer. 

On page 11, insert at the end of line 15, the following: 

When construing or enforcing the provision of said sections, the act, omission, 
or failure of any person acting for or employed by any individual, partnership, 
corporation, or association within the scope of his employment or office shall 
in every case be deemed the act, omission, or failure of such individual, partner- 
ship, corporation, or association as well as of such person. 

This amendment would make the principal responsible for the acts 
of his agent committed within the scope of his employment so that 
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both the agent and the principal would be held responsible for such 
acts constituting violations. 

This same provision is incorporated in numerous other regulatory 
statutes. It would seem desirable to have a similar provision for en- 
forcement against violating principals under this act who otherwise 
may shift the blame to cabochioala employees. 

With respect to section 13: On page 11, line 21, delete. the word 
“and” and insert the word “or.” The proposed bill presently requires 
that before referring a matter for prosecution the person affected be 
given an opportunity for both oral and written presentation of views. 

This proposed amendment would leave the discretion with the Secre- 
tary as to the means of submission of views. We know of no com- 
parable legislation which makes it mandatory for oral submissions. 

With respect to section 14: On page 12, line 6, delete the comma 
after the word “Act,” insert a period, and delete the remainder of 
the section. This proposed amendment eliminates language which 
merely restates the general Jaw that an act must be administered con- 
sistently with the provisions thereof. 

As presently written, it is the same as the language in the Meat 
Inspection Act; however, the language suggested to be deleted does 
not add any legal effect to the remaining language. 

With respect to section 15: On page 12, line 11, delete section 15, 
and insert the following new section: 

Section 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized, by regulation and under such 
conditions as to sanitary standards, practices, and procedures as he may pre- 
scribe, to exempt from specific provisions of this Act— 

(1) Poultry producers with respect to poultry of their own raising on their 
own farms which they sell directly to household consumers only, provided that 


such poultry producers do not engage in buying or selling poultry products 
other than these produced from poultry raised on their own farms. 


This is a new proposal. 


(2) Retail dealers with respect to poultry products sold directly to consumers 
in individual retail stores provided that the only processing operation performed 
by such retail dealers is the cutting up of poultry products on the premises in 
which such sales to consumers are made. 

That is added to make it possible to exempt retail dealers who are 
just cutting up with respect to poultry and not force the Department 
to provide an inspection service in an individual retail store doing 
that operation. 

_ Senator Witz1ams. This would exempt a farmer who is market- 
ing his own product? 

Mr. Hermon I. Mixier. That is right. 


(3) At any time prior to July 1, 1960, poultry and poultry products where 
the Secretary determines that it would be impracticable to provide inspection 
and the exemption will aid in the effective administration of this Act, but no 
exemption under this paragraph shall continue in effect on and after July 1, 1960. 

That clears up a misunderstanding. 


(b) The Secretary may by order suspend or terminate any exemption under 
this section with respect to any person whenever he finds that such action will 
aid in effectuating the purposes of this Act. 

This amendment would allow the Secretary to provide exemptions 
by regulation rather than requiring individual certificates where 
large numbers of persons are affected. It would also provide for 
authority to exempt retail dealers in designated areas from the require- 
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ments of the act with respect to processing connected with direct sales 
to consumers in the store where done. : 

This amendment also makes clear that no exemption granted on 
the grounds of impracticability during the first 2 years can extend 
beyond that period and provides for the termination or suspension 
of exemptions. ‘ 

With respect to section 16: On page 13, lines 8 and 9, delete the 
words “under an exemption certificate issued,” and insert the words 
“which are exempt.” This amendment would conform section 16 to 
the amended section 15. 

With respect to section 17: On page 13, line 17, to page 14, line 15, 
strike section 17 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 17. (a) No slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, of any 
kind shall be imported into the United States unless they are healthful, whole- 
some, and fit for human food and contain no dye, chemical, preservative, or 
ingredient which renders them unhealthy, unwholesome, or unfit for human foed 
and unless they also comply with the rules and regulations made by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

All imported slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, shall after 
entry into the United States in compliance with such rules and regulations be 
deemed and treated as domestic slaughtered poultry, or parts or products thereof, 
within the meaning and subject to the provisions of this Act and the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and acts amendatory of, supplemental to, or in substitu- 
tion for such acts. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make rules and regulations 
to carry out the purposes of this section and in such rules and regulations the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe the terms and conditions for the destruc- 
tion of all slaughtered pouitry, or parts or products thereof, offered for entry 
and refused admission into the United States unless such slaughtered poultry, 
or parts or products thereof, be exported by the consignee within the time fixed 
therefor in such rules and regulations. 

(ce) All charges for storage, cartage, and labor with respect to any product 
which is refused admission pursuant to this section shall be paid by the owner 
or consignee, and in default of such payment shall constitute a lien against any 
other products imported thereafter by or for such owner or consignee. 


This proposed amended language would make provision for im- 
port controls on poultry similar to that which now exists on other 
classes of meats under the Meat Inspection Act. We propose to retain 
the applicable provisions of the “proviso” which is a part of subsection 
(b) of S. 3588 to establish the Pieunétel responsibility of owners of 
products which is in violation of this section. 

With respect to section 18: On page 14, line 19, delete the words “in 
the fields.” 

On page 14, line 21, delete the word “also.” 

On page 14, line 23, delete the words “That they are covered by” and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “of the application or the extension 
thereto of.” 

Section 18 of the proposed bill delineates the exclusive jurisdiction of 
the Secretary under the bill and deals with the matter of supereedure 
of local law as well as the extent of supercedure relating to the Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The suggested amendments would delineate 
the extent of supercedure in both fields to that presently in effect under 
the Meat Inspection Act with regard to the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act. 

With respect to sections 19 through 22: Beginning on page 15, line 8, 
renumber sections 19 through 22 as sections 20 through 23, respec- 
tively. This change is to provide a new section for the amendment 
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which follows immediately. On page 15, after line 6, insert the 
following new section : 


COST OF INSPECTION 


Sec. 19. The cost of inspection rendered under the requirements of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States except the cost of overtime. The Secretary 
of Agriculture is authorized in his discretion to pay employees employed in 
establishments subject to the provisions of this Act for all overtime work per- 
formed at such establishment at such rates as he may determine and to accept 
from such establishments wherein such overtime work is performed reimburse- 
ment for any sums paid out by him for such overtime work. 

This amendment is to provide for the cost of inspection and provides 
authority for revolving funds collected from processors for overtime. 

Senator CLements. With what services does it then compare? 

Mr. Hermon I. Miter. Meat inspection: That makes it exactly 
comparable. The latter part gives the Secretary the oe goa by 
Congress which he needs, I am told, to use these funds that would be 
collected for overtime. That is the reason for that. 

With respect to section 22: On page 17, line 6, reletter subsections 
(h) through (m) as subsections i) through (n), respectively (We 
are inserting a new definition) and insert the following new sub- 
sections: 

(h) The term “adulterated” shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances : 

(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which 
may render them injurious to health; but in case the substance is not an 
added substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered 
adulterated under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry 
and poultry products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health. 

(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub- 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regula- 
tions hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal law 
limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such poultry 
and poultry products : 

Provided, That any quantity of such added substance exceeding the limits 
so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulteration. 

Now, these two parts could have been covered, perhaps, or the con- 
sideration with respect to them, could have been covered by some of 
the words under the definition for “unwholesome,” but this more 
clearly defines it. 

(3) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor. 

(4) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

This would incorporate in the proposed bill a definition of the term 
“adulterated.” This definition includes several of the parts of the 
definition of the term “adulterated” in S. 3983, section 2, subsection 
(d) (1), (2), (7), and (8). The remaining provision under the 
definition of adulterated in S. 3983 are included in the definition of 
“anwholesome” in S. 3588, except that the provision of subsection (d) 
(5) of S. 3983 is modified in S. 3588 by the elimination of the “product 
of diseased poultry or.” The result intended by this amendment is to 
more clearly define the conditions which would render poultry unlaw- 
ful in interstate commerce. We feel there is particular need for 
clearly defining the conditions described under items (3) and (4) of 
our proposed definition for “adulterated.” 
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On page 18, line 4, delete section 22 and insert the following new 
section : 

Sec. 23. This Act shall take effect upon enactment: 

Provided, That no person shall be subject to the provisions of this Act prior 
to July 1, 1958, unless such person applies for and receives inspection for 
poultry or poultry products in accordance with the provisions of this Act and 
pursuant to regulations promulgated by the Secretary hereunder, in any estab- 
lishment processing poultry or poultry products in commerce or in a desig- 
nated city or area. Any person who voluntarily applies for and receives such 
inspection prior to July 1, 1958, shall be subject, on and after the date he 
commences to receive such inspection, to all of the provisions and penalties 
provided for in this Act with respect to all poultry or poultry products handled 
in the establishment for which said application for inspection is made. 

That is the new section. 

This amendment is to clarify the bill’s effective date clause so as to 
make it clear that all the authority vested in the Secretary exists as 
of the time of enactment but that the restrictive provisions of the bill 
are not applicable to the public for the period specified unless a person 
voluntarily submits to the jurisdiction of the act. 

As Mr. Butz said, that in our opinion is a very good section. 

Senator Ctements. You mean by that provision that you can have 
much of the industry under compulsory inspection by the time that 
you begin to enforce it against those who would be a little slow to 
show any desire for it? It would appear that you have taken view- 
points out of both bills, you have nearly rewritten it. 

Mr. Hermon I. Mixer. It isn’t completely rewritten, but we have 
tried to bring in as good a bill as we could. 

Senator CLEMEN's. course, it is important that we get your bes 

Senator C Of , it portant that we get y best 
judgment on it. 

I would like to ask you wherein you have not brought it in con- 
formity with the Meat Inspection Act ? 

Mr. Hermon I. Miuier. Well, Mr. Bucy is probably more familiar 
with the details of that act than I am. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. BUCY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Bucy. As a matter of fact, the practice that has prevailed 
over the years in connection with the Meat Inspection Act was taken 
into consideration. But this would be in compliance with the Meat 
Inspection Act, and it is tighter in the sense that you bring in desig- 
nated cities and areas in this bill that are not included in the Meat In- 
spection Act. 

Senator Ciemen'rs. The Meat Inspection Act has been a very fine 
guide for you with its 50 years of experience in developing the view- 
points expressed here this morning. 

Mr. Bucy. And we analyzed that act in preparing these amend- 
ments so as to be sure that we got all of those desirable provisions 
that have been in the Meat Inspection Act, and in that form, so that 
there would be no question later that the same authority prevailed and 
that the same type of program could be administered by the Depart- 
ment under the legislation if énacted. 

Senator CLements. Now, will you give to the chairman of this com- 
mittee your reasons why, if we are conforming to the Meat Inspection 
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Act, and there may be even some refinements and some improvements 
recommended here this morning over the present Meat Inspection Act, 
why it should not be administered under the meat inspection program. 

Mr. Bucy. The question of which agency the program is to be ad- 
ministered under, I think the Senator will realize, is not a legal ques- 
tion, and I think probably the Secretary can answer that better than I 
could. 

Senator Crements. I direct the question to anybody present. here 
that desires to answer it. 

Mr. Butz. May I comment on that very briefly ? 

In the first place, there is very little if any duplication of slaughter 
facilities in the red meat and poultry slaughter plants; they are almost 
entirely separate establishments. 

In the second place, the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service has a backlog of some experience in the voluntary poul- 
try inspection program. They have a staff of some 425 personnel 
properly trained and qualified to build up and administer that service 
with a substantial backlog of know-how and experience in the whole 
program. 

In the third place, we feel that it is not wise to bind the Secretary 
of Agriculture by law as to the particular place within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that any particular program will be administered. 

Senator Cuements. Will you give me the reason for that ? 

Mr. Burz. Programs change from time to time, and marketing is a 
dynamic industry. Marketing institutions are dynamic. We feel 
that the Secretary needs some administrative flexibility in deciding 
where particular programs are administered within the Department. 

Senator CLemMENts. Would you say that the hog program. lately 
has not been dynamic as compared to poultry ¢ 

Mr. Burz. I certainly would not say that. But by the same token, 
the Secretary is not bound by law as to where the red-meat inspection 
will be administered in the Department either. 

Senator CLements. That is what I want to get in the record. 

Mr. Burz. That is a matter of administrative discretion with the 
Secretary, as we feel this should also be. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wittiams. No, I have no questions. 

[ am just wondering, Mr. Chairman—as to the advisability of hav- 
ing a new committee print for our own study embracing all these pro- 
posed amendments for consideration. It might be a little clearer. 

Senator Crements. That will be done. 

Mr. Butz. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Miller has 

Senator CLemen'ts. While you are on the subject of the Meat In- 
spection Service—whether poultry is in any other division of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, the 425 trained and qualified employees, as 
I understood Mr. Miller to say, or the 475, that you have in this volun- 
tary program, a would continue to be used wherever this program 
was placed in the Department of Agriculture, would they not, whether 
it be in the Meat Inspection Service, or whether 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir; they would have to be used, because they have 


a backlog of know-how on this program. They would be used where 
necessary. 
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Senator CLements. As far as the program is concerned, they would 
function the same place wherever placed, whether placed by law or 
by the discretion of the Secretary ! 

Mr. Burz. I should think so. 

Mr. Wiii1aMs. I might make this comment: That the best indi- 

cation that the poultry industry is in favor of some type of inspec- 

tion is borne out by the statement of the Secretary, where he said 
that in 1951 only 145 plants made use of this service, whereas today 
there are approximately 300, and in 1955-there were 11, billion pounds 
of poultry eviscerated under this voluntary inspection program. 

Senator Crements. There is another significant statement: That 
there are approximately 125 applications for this service in various 
stages of clearance. 

Mr. Hermon Mirurr. At the time of the hearing on S. 3176 there 
were 290 plants under inspection, and it has been about, a month smce 
then, and now they are right at 300. And now we have got 125 
applications. 

Senator CLemEents. You see, the very high percentage there of those 
who have already shown the desire for a compulsory y inspection when 
= have not only the 300 that are under inspection but an additional 

25 showing an interest in it. I believe you say there are only 
inate 600 and 700 plants in this country today. 

Senator Witt1ams. Which is a clear indication that the industry 
feels not only that from the standpoint of the industry is this desir- 
able, but also that the consumers will buy more poultry. They can 
sell the poultry better once they can certify that they produce it 
under proper standards. 

It is of interest to point out that under the voluntary inspection 
program the industry must now bear the cost of this inspection pro- 
gram, and, in spite of that, they are taking the program very rapidly 
because they feel it definitely is an aid to marketing. 

Mr. Hermon Mitier. May I be sure that one thing is clear. The 
records of the Department indicate that between 650 and 700 of the 
large chain-type operating plants—there is an unknown number of 
the smaller operators-—— 

Senator Clements. Of those 425 that we have been discussing, how 
many are of the large type / 

Mr. Hermon Minter. They would all be. 

Senator CLements. Then the 425 is approximately two-thirds of all 
of those that you feel would come under compulsory inspection ? 

Mr. Hermon Minter. There is one qualification I would like to 
make, and that is that in the 425 there would be included some poultry- 
‘anning establishments which are not essentially large. They don’t 
slaughter poultry at all. The 650 to 700 are slaughterplants. So we 
might have to reduce that by some 40 plants or so. 

Senator Ciements. But that would be a very slight change, per- 
centagewise. 

Mr. Hermon Miter. That is right. 

Senator Wii1aMms. They estimate that approximately 50 percent of 
all the poultry now moving in interstate commerce is going through : 
voluntary inspection, which shows they want it to the extent that. they 
are willing to pay for it. 


Mr. Burz. That is right. 


80695—56 
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Senator Clements. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Witiiams. No questions. 

Senator Crements. Are there any other statements that you or 
your associates would care to make ! 

Mr. Butz. No; thank you, except to assure your committee that our 
Department will be of any possible assistance in the preparation of 
this bill. 

Senator CLements. You can be certain that, if the committee feels 
the need to hear the Department, you will be notified. 

Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner of 
the Food and Drug Administration. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. HARVEY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE 


Senator Clements. You may proceed. 

Mr. Harvey. My name is John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner 
of Food and Drugs, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

It is my understanding that you have asked for comment on S. 3588, 
Senator Aiken’s bill, and S. 3983, Senator Murray’s bill. In con- 
sequence this prepared statement has been directed at both of these 
bills. Since they both propose to establish a poultry-inspection serv- 
ice in the Department of Agriculture, it should be practicable to dis- 
cuss them more or less together. 

S. 3588 seeks to provide compulsory inspection of poultry and poul- 
try products for distribution in interstate commerce, as well as that 
in intrastate commerce consumed in large consuming centers. 

S. 3983 does not seek to cover intrastate poultry, but leaves that to 
State regulations. 

S. 3983 adopts the definitions of adulteration for poultry that are 
contained in the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act which are the 
definitions generally applicable to all food products. Since it is de- 
signed to preserve the present application of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act and mesh with the act, it adopts all of the labeling 
requirements generally applicable to foods, and preserves ‘the oppor- 
tunity for the application of the general food law to poultry in. inter- 
state commerce after the poultry has left the establishment under 
inspection. 

S. 3588, on the other hand, provides that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture determine, under definitions of this bill, whether the poultry is 
wholesome and that it is produced in a sanitary establishment and 
its labeling is as directed by the bill and further as the Secretary may 
permit. 

In the one bill we have the adoption of the established definitions 
and requirements which have been in effect for many years and which 
have been judicially and administratively construed and which are 
reasonably certain and positive, whereas in the other the requirements 
of sanitation and, in part for labeling, are to be determined and pre- 
sumably promulgated by regulation. The adoption of the existing 
definitions, standards and requirements seems to have the advantage 
in that they create no differences or conflicts between poultry and 
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other foods and do not conflict with State laws which are in con- 


formity with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and which 
make for uniformity, certainty, and lack of conflict generally. 

S. 3588 may bring up jurisdictional conflicts so far as the State laws 
may be presently applicable and would seem to fail to take advantage 
of the Federal law which has been applicable to poultry since the 
original enactment in 1907. 

It would seem desirable that the operating relationship between the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and any poultry inspection law 
should be the same as is the case with meat under the Meat Inspection 
Act. Because of the perishable nature of the product and the pos- 
sibility of mistake or change, the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act becomes applicable when the product leaves the inspected plant. 
This affords the machinery for seizure or other action as it be- 
comes necessary to protect the consumer. It seems obvious that there 
must be some followthrough beyond the inspection at the plant and 
there is a ready made organization and machinery to take care of 
that area. 

Senator Cuements. Could you go a little further with that state- 
ment when you say: 

It seems obvious that there must be some followthrough beyond the inspection 
at the plant, and there is a ready-made organization and machinery to take 
care of that area. 

Explain that, sir. 

Mr. Harvey. I mean, Mr. Chairman, to me at least the doctrine of 
exclusive jurisdiction in the Secretary of Agriculture as expressed in 
the bill S. 3588 is somewhat unclear as to when a jurisdiction of the 
present food and drug law would apply to poultry. I think it should 
be clarified so it does make it entirely clear. 

Senator Ciements. I take it, then, you mean in your own organ- 
ization you have that readymade organization and machinery to pick 
up where they leave off? 

Mr. Harvey. Exactly so. And that is the situation with respect to 
red meat at the present time. 

Senator Witu1aMs. Do I take it that you are recommending, then, 
that if we provide only for inspection at the plant on the basis that 
under existing law you have adequate authority to handle it? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wit11ams. And you need no other law? 

Mr, Harvey. That is right. 

Senator Wiuu1ams. You feel that you have all the authority that 
is needed under the food and drug law? 

Mr. Harvey. Under the food and drug law we have all the author- 
ity to deal with the pounltry after it leaves the plant, and any follow- 
up. inspection that may be necessary. We have that authority today. 

Senator Ciements. Do I understand, in answer to Senator Wil- 
liams’ question, that you need no mention of any authority in this act 

_for you to.carry out the present function that you carry out with refer- 
ence to red meat after inspection services ended ¢ 

. Mr. Harvey. I think, in an attempt to answer that question, that 
_you need a specific statement that the provisions of the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act would be affected by this law only to the 
extent of the specific applications of this law. 
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Senator Cuements. Of course, that could be covered in a report. 

Senator Wi.1Aams. Why would you need that mentioned if, since 
1907, you have had all the authority you needed ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. I am speaking from this act, Senator Williams. And 
there is a declaration of exclusive jurisdiction of poultry in the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 

[ mean that the matter ought to be cleared up so that there is no 
confusion as to who does what and when. 

Senator Wiriuiams. And: you feel that you could do a better job 
than the Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Harvey. No, sir; I do not. say that at all. I might say right 
now that we have previously testified—I previously testified that in our 
view, in the departmental view, that the job of poultry inspection has 
been pk iced in the Department. of Agriculture. 

And we wouldn’t say that if we - thought they couldn’t do just as 
good a job as we or anybody else could do. 

Senator Cements. Do I understand you to mean that you desire 
the same relationship between your agency and the poultry that has 
been inspected as there is between your agency and the meat that is 
inspected under the Meat Inspection Act ? 

Mr. Harvey. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator CLEMENTS. You may proceed. 

Mr. Harvey. In connection with exported poultry, the principles of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act are that the product must 
either comply with the laws applicable to domestic shipments or to the 
laws of the country to which they are going. 

The provisions of section 8 (j) in S. 3588, relating to exports are, 
to me, not clear. Provisions applicable to food products generally 
should be applicable to poultry. 

And that should include the provisions for the export of poultry. 

It is our view that S. 3983 which is in effect merely a bill to provide 
an adaptation of the provisions of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act to establish inspection has innumerable advantages over the 
proposal to carve out a new charting for poultry inspection which 
may well have the result of creating differences as between poultry and 
other foods. 

Some of these differences would be statutory. For example, the 
penalties provided in S. 3588 are consistent neither with those of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, nor those of the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act. Other differences between poultry and other foods under 
the provisions of S. 3588 could readily arise through the establishment 
of regulations or the approval and disapproval of the Secretary. 

The labeling requirements of S. 3588 statutorily authorize the omis- 
sion of the name and address of the packing establishment by a sub- 
stitution of the plant number, which is at variance with the Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and the bill authorizes the Secretary of 
Agriculture to permit variations andexemptions from labeling require- 
ments as he may deem practicable which certainly may provide varia- 
tions which would create significant differences between the labeling 
of poultry and other food products generally. 

Without undertaking a detailed Sree of either bill, Mr. Chair- 
man, I am inclined to think that S. 3983 in its adoption of the pro- 
visions already established in the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act is much to be preferred. 
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As the committee undoubtedly knows, I had occasion to testify 
before a Senate Subcommittee on Legislation affecting the Food and 
Drug Act of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare C ommittee on a bill, 
S. 3176, in which it was proposed that the inspection of poultry be 
carried out by the Food and Drug Administration. 

I expressed the position of our Department that the job of poultry 
inspection should be carried out in the Department of Agriculture, 
which administers the meat inspection program. We at the same time 
would urge that the relation of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act toa poultry inspection act be the same as exists ‘with respect to 
the Meat Inspection Act. It is also important to maintain the inter- 
relation which presently exists with the various State laws. 

Senator Ciements. I would not be in a position to comment, even 
though I have heard all of the suggested amendments that were offered 
by the representatives of the Department of Agriculture this morn- 
ing—I take it that some of those amendments that were offered to 
bring about a proper relationship, as you have outlined, should be 
brought about with the Food and Drug Administration, as covered 
by your statement. 

Mr. Harvey. I think that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ciements. Certainly the fact that so many recommenda- 
tions were made by Department representatives this morning in that 
field clearly shows, I think, that they, along with you, recognize that 
this relationship should be maintained. 

Mr. Harvey. I think so; yes. 

Senator Cremenrs. Any questions? 

Senator Wirt1ams. Are you pretty much in agreement with the bill 
as it was recommended and modified by the Depa rtment of A griculture, 
or would you still prefer 3983 ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. Senator, frankly I would want to study the proposed 
modifications more thoroughly than I have been able to, just having 
heard them. 

Senator CLrements. While you are on that subject, Mr. Harvey, the 
committee would be glad to have any supplementary statement. that 
you desire to make as a spokesman for the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion after you have analyzed those suggested amendments. 

Mr. Harvey. I would be very happy to, sir. 

Senator Crements. Thank you, sir. 


The next witness is Mr. Joseph Parker, counsel for the National 
Grange. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH 0. PARKER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Senator CLements. You may proceed. 

Mr. Parker. Mr. C hairman, the National Grange is pleased to see 
this committee give consideration to these bills relating to poultry 
inspection. The production and marketing of wholesome foods of 
high quality, and the expanded consumption of such foods and their 
ret ady availability and acceptance by the consuming public, are matters 
of basic interest and concern to the National Grange today as they 
have been for many years past. 

We, therefore, appreciate very much the opportunity of submitting 
our views on the proposed legislation now being considered. 
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At the 89th Annual Session of the National Grange last November, 
the delegates adopted a resolution recommending compulsory Federal 
inspection of poultry. Such a program we believe would be beneficial 
to all segments of our society. The general public would have added 
assurance of the wholesomeness of the product. Poultry producers 
would be benefited through increased acceptability of the penne by 
the consuming public. Those engaged in marketing and handling 
would likewise benefit from such increased confidence in, and wider 
acceptance of, the product. 

This should serve as a stabilizing influence and strengthen the con- 
tinued demand for poultry meat products. Such a program would 
also put poultry products on an equitable footing with red meat prod- 
ucts which have long been under a compulsory Federal program. 

The committee has before it two bills, S. 3588 and S, 3983. The ob- 
jective of both of these bills is to provide for a system of PHP aT 
inspection. Of these two measures, we oppose S. 3983 and favor 
S. 3588. 

We disagree with the provisions of S. 3983 and would oppose its 
adoption for a number of reasons. The principal objections are briefly 
stated as follows: 

(1) S. 3983, patterned in part after the Federal Food Drug and 
Cosmetic Act and in part after the Meat Inspection Act of 1906, in 
our opinion, does not provide a suitable cohesive framework for a 
compulsory poultry inspection program. 

(2) S. 3983 would mandatorily put into effect on a permanent basis 
inspection procedures developed 50 years ago for red meat animals 
and would prevent the development and use of improved, more effec- 
tive, and less costly techniques now available or which may be devel- 
oped in the future. 

Senator CLements. Before you go any further, do you have some 
recommendations along that line that you would want to submit to this 
committee with reference to the Meat Inspection Act? That is not 
before us this morning, but that is a very interesting statement you 
make. 

Mr. Parxer. I think as I get further in my statement some of the 
things I state here might very well be applicable to the red meat in- 
spection act. 

Senator Ciements. Thank you. 

Proceed. 

Mr. Parker. (3) The impracticability of S. 3983 is illustrated by 
the requirement which would stop all movement of poultry in inter- 
state commerce after January 1, 1957, unless inspected as required by 
the provisions of the bill. Such a requirement is wholly unrealistic 
in view of the necessary things that will have to be done before inspec- 
tion can be mandatorily imposed. Inspection staffs will have to be 
enlarged and trained, new regulations will have to be prepared and 
promulgated, and plants will have to be made scqtiaintedt with the 
regulations and given reasonable opportunity to qualify. Any attempt 
to put a compulsory inspection program in effect on January 1, 1957, 
will create chaos in our distribution system and result in great injury 
to consumers as well as to the producers. 

(4) S. 3983, in our opinion, would do violence to good, sound, 
administrative procedures by the requirement that the proposed pro- 
gram of compulsory poultry inspection be subordinated to, and made 
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a mere division under, the red meat inspection branch of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Such a provision is directly contrary to sound administration. Only 
recently, under a reorganization plan authorized by the Congress, the 
various powers and authorities of the Department of Agriculture were 
vested in the Secretary. Under this method of organization, the 
executive head of the Department can do a better job of organization 
and can better be held accountable for his stewardship. 

The provision which would put administration of the program in 
the meat branch completely overlooks and ignores the fact that there 
are substantial differences between poultry and red meat animals; that 
their production, distribution, and marketing are different; and that 
they are in direct competition with each other. 

Poultry today accounts for about 11 percent of the gross income to 
agriculture. It is the third most important producer of cash farm 
income, totaling some 31% to 4 billion dollars annually. 

It would appear to be obvious that an inspection program for 
poultry which would be a mere adjunct to a program which has been 
developed over the last 50 years to meet the needs of another commodity 
could not be satisfactory. 

In this regard S. 3983 completely overlooks and ignores the fact 
that for more than a quarter of a century there has “been a poultry 
inspection program conducted by the Depar tment of Agriculture. The 
program has been manned by highly trained and competent personnel. 
The inspection work is verformed by or immediately under the super- 
vision of qualified veterinarians with long experience in poultry. This 
record of poultry inspection experience and achievement which has 
been built over the past 25 years is unequaled. The logical agency to 
conduct any widened regulatory or compulsory inspection functions 
in the field of poultry w vould seem to be the agency which has been 
doing the work and has accumulated pagereaes in the field. 

The National Grange believes that S. 3588 is far the better of the 
two measures and that it is more desirable from the standpoint of 
both the consuming public and of the producers of tyes 2 Vithout 
going into details, some of the principal advantages of S. 3588 are 
as follows: 

(1) S. 3588 has a definite purpose and objective as stated in its 
legislative finding and declaration of policy. It is couched in terms 
which are constructive and meaningful, without being derogatory to, 
and destructive of the public confidence in, one of our fine agricul- 
tural food products. 

The measure gives full assurance to the consuming public that only 
poultry food products which have been inspected for wholesomeness 
can be marketed in interstate commerce. 

(2) S. 3588 makes provisions for the designations of certain 
populous areas of our country which in effect are large interstate mar- 
kets and in which the interstate and intrastate poultry becomes so 
intermingled that it would not be feasible, even if possible, to regulate 
effectively the interstate poultry without also regulating the intrastate 
poultry in such markets. This provision will enable plants not other- 
wise engaged in interstate commerce to qualify for inspection by rea- 
son of their shipments to a designated area, thus broadening the pro- 
tection to the consuming public. 
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We believe that this section could be further improved, however, 
if a new subsection (b) were added which would provide that— 


Upon request of a State government, the Secretary may make available the 
provisions of this Act to any establishment processing poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts, which may be engaged solely in intrastate commerce if such establishment 
meets the requirements of, and is operated in accordance with, the provisions 
of this Act and the regulations thereunder. 

This provision is believed desirable because no one can be entirely 
certain of the impact of a compulsory inspection program upon poul- 
try distribution. In areas which are not designated, but in which there 
may be markets in which intrastate poultry competes with interstate 
poultry, the intrastate poultry might be at a disadvantage if it could 
not obtain Federal inspection. This provision along with the provi- 
sions provided elsewhere for cooperation between Federal and State 
Governments would tend to minimize the difficulties attendant upon 
the establishment of a compulsory program and also give broader 
protection to the public. 

(3) S. 3588 gives the Secretary of Agriculture full authority to 
conduct an effective inspection program to determine wholesomeness 
but it does not tie him to a bird-by-bird ante mortem and to a bird-by- 
bird post mortem type of examination such as were developed 50 
years ago for red-meat anmials. » 

And this is the point that I referred to earlier, Senator, in my testi- 
mony, which I think at some future date this committee might well 
want to give some consideration to the inspection methods and tech- 
niques in order to improve the techniques, and perhaps reduce the cost. 

I believe that the Hoover Commission made some recommendation 
to the effect that there be some experimentation into a more effective 
method of i inspec tion. 

Senator CLements. To what extent are those provisions written into 
the law, and how many of them are diséretionary with the Secretary 
of Agriculture? 

Mr. Parker. The animal-by-animal method of inspection is writ- 
ten into the law with respect to the post mortem type of examination. 

Senator Crements. Is that the only matter to which you were re- 
ferring ? 

Mr. Parker. That is the principal matter, and the ante mortem 
procedures. Under this poultry bill, 3983, the language is ambiguous 
with respect to ante mortem inspection. "But Senator Murray when 
he introduced the bill placed an interpretation in the record in which 
he stated that the language. of the bill would require a bird-by-bird 
ante mortem inspection, which we don’t think is desirable to manda- 
torily require by law. 

We believe that the authority should be in the law so that it could 
be imposed wherever it might be necessary. 

It would appear to be highly desirable to leave to the discretion 
of the Secretary the circumstances under which ante mortem inspee- 
tion should be made in view of the greatly increased costs which would 
be entailed by such inspection and the lack of definite know ledge as 
to its benefits. Furthermore, with atomic energy available for peaceful 
uses in the near future, we may be on the threshold of completely new, 
revolutionary, and more efficient methods of food inspection. 

S. 3588 would permit the Secretary at any time in the future to 
make full use of any advancement in the arts and sciences. 
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(4) S. 3588 would vest the authority contained therein in the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture in the same manner in which the other powers 
of the Department are now vested in the Secretary. This, we believe, 
will enable the present Secretary or any future Secretary of Agri icul- 
ture to do the best job of administration of which he is capable and 
that it will put the Congress in a stronger position to hold him respon- 
sible for his stewardship. For the reasons heretofore stated and 
although we strongly believe that an augmented poultry inspection 
program should be placed in the division of the department which 
is doing a good job of administering the voluntary program and which 
has accumulated long experience in the field, we nevertheless feel that 
the determination should be left to the Secretary and not be fixed by 
legislative mandate. 

(5) S. 3588 would also prevent overlapping and dual functions 
between agencies, in the same manner in which overlapping functions 
are prev ented by the Federal Food and Drug Act and the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act. 

Under S. 3588, the Secretary would have certain jurisdiction relat- 
ing to inspection at the processing level, and the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration would have jurisdiction and responsibility for the prod- 
uct after the processing operations have been completed; whereas 
under S. 3983 there would be an intolerable duplication of functions 
and endless and costly confusion. 

(6) S. 3588 provides for cooperation between Federal and State 
governments in inspection programs. No such authority is contained 
in S. 3983. 

(7) S. 3588 recognizes that it will not be feasible to embark on 
a program of compulsory inspection without providing reasonable 
time to organize and train the enlarged staff which will be required, 
promulgate the necessary regulations and afford plants an opportunity 
to Ns 

Under S. 3588 plants can come into the program as soon as they 
qualify. Thus there will be an orderly shift to a compulsory program 
with the program in full effect on a mandatory basis by July 1, 1958. 

Again I wish to express my appreciation to the ¢ ommittee for afford- 
ing the National Grange this oportunity to present its views on these 
bills. 

Senator Crements. Do you have any questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wiiiiams. Mr. Parker, you were here this morning and 
heard the representatives of the Secretar y of Agriculture make recom- 
mendations in connection with the series of amendments? 

Mr. Parker. Yes; I did. 

Senator Wirx1ams. Would you care to supply the committee later 
with your opinion as to how those amendments would affect this? 

Mr. Parker. I would very much appreciate that opportunity, be- 
cause they were too detailed for me to attempt to follow. 

Senator Witr1ams. We would like to have the benefit of your 
opinion on the proposed recommendations. 

Senator CLements. Let me say for Mr. Parker’s benefit, and the 
benefit of any others who have previously testified or who will later 
testify before the committee, there will be a committee print which 
will incorporate those suggested amendments which will in no wise 
endeavor to indicate the viewpoint of any member of the committee. 
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But the committee print will be available, and any who have testi- 
fied or who may testify on the bill, the committee will be very glad 
to have memorandums from them commenting on any of the sug- 
gested changes that were made. 

It will be supplementary to the testimony that has been given 
today. 

Are there any further questions? 

Senator Witu1iMs. I gather from your testimony that the Grange 
is in full agreement that the enactment of S. 3588 or some such bill 
providing for mandatory inspection of poultry not only would be a 
benefit to protect the consumer but also would be a benefit to the 
farmers, the producers, processors, and all segments of the industry ? 

Mr. Parker. Yes; if an adequate bill is provided that will not 
unnecessarily burden the producer or unnecessarily widen the spread 
between the producer and the consumers. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. And you think that can best be achieved under 
the principle outlined in S. 3588? 

Mr. Parker. It appears that way to us; yes. 

Senator Crements. Thank you. 

The next witness will be Mr. Matt Triggs, assistant legislative direc- 
tor of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AND HERBERT H. ALP, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DEPARTMENT, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Senator Ctements. Proceed, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trieges. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am accompanied by Herb Alp, director of our poultry department. 

For a‘number of years the American Farm Bureau Federation has 
had a poultry advisory committee consisting of representative poul- 
trymen from all areas of the United States and responsible officials of 
the State farm bureaus. Last fall this committee, after extended 
consideration of the issue at numerous meetings of poultrymen in 
various States, recommended to the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation that the board support legislation to pro- 
vide for mandatory poultry inspection by the Department of Agri- 
culture. The board of directors indicated their general approval of 
the recommendations, but took action to refer the question to the 
resolutions committee at the annual meeting of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation in December. 

At the annual meeting of the AF BF the official voting delegates of 
the member State farm bureaus approved the following policy state- 


ment: 


Mandatory inspection of red meat at livestock slaughtering establishments as 
presently financed and administered by the USDA has helped to assure the 
wholesomeness of meat sold in interstate commerce. 

We urge extension of this service to include poultry meat sold in interstate 
commerce, with provision, where necessary, for the use of lay inspectors under 
the supervision of veterinarians. 


In view of the fact that hearings were held by a subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, on S. 3176— 
by Senator Murray—providing for a mandatory poultry inspection 
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program by the eet of Health, Education, and Welfare, we 
would like to set forth briefly why -we believe it is essential that 
authority for a poultry inspection program be lodged in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, rather than the Department of Health, Educa. 
tion, and Welfare. 

Senator CLements. I am sure that you would want the record to be 
clear that the same group who held the hearings later introduced a 
bill which recommended that it be under the Department of Agricul- 
ture. rather than the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Senator Clements. I am sure that you would want the record to be 
clear that the same group who held the hearings later introduced a 
bill which recommended that it be under the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

Mr. Trices. That is correct; that is covered later on, Senator. 

1. The Department of Agriculture has done an outstanding job, 
in the interest of both producer and consumer, in the inspection of red 
meat and in the present voluntary inspection of poultry meat. 

2. The Department of Agriculture has the organization and the 
trained personnel which will enable them to take on this additional 
responsibility with a minimum of administrative difficulty—thus 
avoiding the creation of a duplicating inspection service in the Depart- 
ment of Health, Educaton, and Welfare. 

3. The Department has a long history and tradition of effective en- 
forcement of regulatory programs with a minimum of disruption to 
commerce, and with reliance on education and persuasion as supple- 
mentary to direct enforcement action. 

The revised Murray bill, S. 3983 has also been referred to this com- 
mittee, Although much of the language of the two bills is similar, we 
believe S. 3588 is preferable to S. 3983 for a number of reasons, includ- 
ing the following: 

1. S. 3588 contains an adequate “legislative finding” and “declara- 
tion of policy” which describes the general purpose and objective of 
the legislation which we believe is desirable. No such sections are 
contained in S. 3983. 

2. The language of S. 3588 is much more appropriate to a poultry 
inspection program in many respects than S. 3983. For example, S. 
3588 provides that poultry must be determined to be “wholesome,” 
whereas S. 3983 provides that poultry must not be “adulterated.” 
The endeavor to use food and drug law terminology in a poultry 
inspection law necessarily involves establishing meanings for terms 
that are unrealistic in terms of the normal usage of such terms. 

Now, the Department of Agriculture has recommended that the con- 
cept of adulteration has a place in this bill. I have no doubt that it 
does as supplementary to the concept of wholesomeness, but not as a 
substitute for the idea of wholesomeness. 

3. The effective date of S. 3983 is January 1, 1957, whereas the 
effective date of S. 3588 is July 1,1958. We do not believe it is admin- 
istratively feasible to issue regulations, recruit personel, and expand 
the organization within the period contemplated by S. 3983 to an ex- 
tent insuring that the Department of Agriculture will be able to serve 
all plants without disrupting operations. _ 

4. §. 3983 provides that poultry inspections shall be by the Meat 
Inspection Branch of the Department of Agriculture rather than the 
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Poultry Branch which now handles the voluntary inspection pro- 
eram. We doubt the advisability of establishing by statute the 
agency within the Department which should perform the functions. 
We believe it is desirable to permit the Seeretary to determine the 
allocation of responsibility in such a manner as is determined to be 
most efficient. 

5. S. 3983 provides that the Secretary “shall” perform both ante- 
mortem and post-mortem inspection. While both inspections may 
be necessary and desirable, we believe some degree of discretion should 
be permitted so as to permit most effective use of personnel and 
minimum interference with plant operations. 

For example, most poultry slaughtering establishments are just. as 
concerned, and more so, as any inspector would be, to avoid receipt 
of unhealthy lots of birds. Where an inspector has determined that 
this is the attitude of the concern and its receiving personnel, it be- 
comes uneconomic for him to inspect each incoming lot. A spot 
inspection from time to time as he deems necessary should, together 
with the post-mortem inspection, be entirely adequate to insure the 
wholesomeness of the plant’s output. The discretionary provisions 
of S. 3588 are, we believe, preferable. 

6. S. 3983 applies to all commerce “over which the United States 
has jurisdiction,” which leaves in considerable doubt the exact scope 
of the bill. 

7. The enforcement provisions of S. 3588 are, we believe, preferable 
to those in 8. 3983. §. 3588 provides for an informal hearing prior 
fo court action, and gives the Secretary discretion to determine that 
court action will not be necessary if the public interest will be served 
and the objectives of the act ¢an be accomplished without such an 
action. It is our belief that, in dealing with actions not malum in 
se that this enforcement procedure is desirable. 

S 3588 provides that dressed poultry in interstate commerce must 
be inspection and must meet. standards of wholesomeness. The bill 
also provides that the Secretary, after investigation and public hear- 
ing, may determine that in a designated city or area that intrastate 
shipments into the city or area must also be inspected. 

It will be noted that this provision relating to intrastate shipments 
goes beyond the provisions of our policy stataement as quoted above. 
We would not believe it advisable for the Secretary to institute Fed- 
eral inspection of intrastate shipments except as it is carefully deter- 
mined after investigation and consideration.and hearings that this 
is actually essential to accomplish the purposes of the act, and only 
after a sufficient period of time has elapsed to permit State legislatures 
to give adequate consideration to the institution of State inspection of 
intrastate shipments. If the committee reports the bill we urge that 
the report set forth this policy for the guidance of the Secretary. 

We believe that section 15 (a) providing for the issuance of exemp- 
tion certificates to any poultry producer selling directly to household 
consumers represents a practical recognition that inspection in such 
instances is impractical and that poultrymen marketing poultry in 
this manner should be permitted to continue to do so. 

Section 15 (b) provides that for 2 years following the effective date 
of the act the Secretary may issue exemption certificates at any time 
he is unable to provide service, 
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If Congress should fail to provide adequate appropriations to fully 
man the program at every plant, any inability to provide inspection 
service would be disruptive to poultry marketing in the area. 

There is also the ever-present possibility of illness or accident to an 
inspector serving.an area with no available replacements. It would 
appear advisable to provide for temporary exemption to take care of 
such contingencies. 

We particularly favor the provisions of section 18 (b) of the bill 
providing for cooperation with State agencies in the administration of 
the program. We believe it is important that the Secretary avoid by- 
passing State agencies, and the every feasible effort should be made to 
enter into cooperative agreements with State agencies relating to the 
conduct of inspection work. 

For example, the State of California has provided for State in- 
spection of intrastate shipments of poultry. We do not believe it would 
be desirable for the Secretary to disrupt this arrangement—but rather 
should endeavor to enter into a cooperative arrangement with the Cali- 
fornia State Department of Agriculture providing for dovetailing of 
the inspection work so as to avoid unnecessary duplication of organiza- 
tion and personnel. 

We urge that the committee report set forth such policy for guidance 
of the Secretary in the administration of the program. 

The introduction of legislation to provide for poultry inspection has 
stirred up an unusual‘amount of interest at the hed level. Our office 
has received numerous telephone calls and letters either requesting in- 
formation or protesting some aspeet of the bill. 

One of the most frequent complaints received relates to a situation in 
which a poultryman sells a few birds each day or week to a small 
retailer, just across a State line. In many such instances the volume is 
too small to warrant detailing an inspector to handle such commerce. 

Many small slaughterers have indicated concern that the bill would 
handicap their operations as compared with large slaugthering estab- 
lishments. Others have suggested that the standards for extension of 
inspections to intrastate commerce should be made more restrictive, or 
that strictly intrastate commerce should not be covered by Federal 
inspection. 

n view of the importance of this program to poultry farmers we 
believe it would be advisable to defer action on this question until 
January. Poultry groups all over the United States would therefore 
have an opportunity this fall to review the issues involved and to sub- 
ject them to discussion and debate. 

We believe that this process is desirable and that as a result of such 
consideration the Congress will be aided in writing better legislation. 

We are aware, Mr. Chairman, that the suggestion that legislation 
be delayed is often interpreted as being opposition. We do not ap- 
proach the issue in this hight. We are for a program of poultry in- 
spection as quickly as it may be feasibly established. 

Senator Crements. Mr. Triggs, I am sure there is no one in here 
that is more interested than you are in seeing a good sound program in 
operation. 

If a bill that meets the approval of the consumer groups, groups that 
have testified here this morning and will testify this morning, were 
perfected, I take it you would feel it is wise to enact legislation at this 
session. 
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Mr. Trices. I would certainly hope, Mr. Chairman, that the com- 
mittee will proceed as rapidly as possible to perfect a bill. 

Now, there have been suggestions made for amendments here by 
the Department of Agriculture and by other witnesses, and there will 
probably be suggestions for amendments tomorrow, and at the hearing 
on the 26th. 

We would really welcome the opportunity of having a perfected 
bill which the committee has worked on adopting the things it be- 
lieves should be in the bill which we could send out to our State poul- 
try departments and they in turn could pass on the country poultry 
departments for a review. 

These amendments of the Department, I think, for example, raise 
many issues on which I as a staff member could not endeavor to express 
the views of the poultry people. 

Senator CLiements. Mr. Triggs, in previous years has this been a 
topic of the Farm Bureau nationally, or certainly in those States 
where it is a sizable portion of their economy, and discussed in their 
district and State meetings ? 

Mr. Triees. Yes. This is correct, as Mr. Alp can testify: Poultry- 
men have considered this, I think, in most States. What we do find 
is that poultrymen in all States have not gone into the thing in great 
detail, and some have been quite surprised at the legislative develop- 
ment. 

More than that, however, while people are in general accord with 
the idea of a mandatory poultry inspection, when they see the legis- 
lation, the specific language that is developed often raises in their 
minds a great many issues that they hadn’t encountered before. 

Senator CLements. You mean that when they go to look at the 
finished document, the first thing that comes into their minds is, “How 
does this affect. me?” 

Mr. Trieas. That is correct. And I think that is a legitimate con- 
cern that they have. This is why we feel that some review of the 
committee’s perfected draft would be desirable. 

Now, we don’t believe that this would actually delay accomplish- 
ing the objectives of the program. I think that this is a matter that 
the Congress could very rapidly dispose of in January. 

Senator Ciements. Do I understand from that statement that you 
would change that January 1958 date—— 

Mr. Trices. July, 1958 you mean. 

Senator Crements. Yes. Even though we did not enact the bill 
until next year ? 

Mr. Trices. I am not suggesting that. You mean shove it back 
a few months? 

Senator Ciements. It will delay it unless you keep that date firm. 

Mr. Trices. I think this is the situation, as I understand it, that the 
Department of Agriculture is receiving large numbers of applica- 
tions for inspection, the poultry industry knows that mandatory in- 
spection is coming. They are making their plans, adjusting their 
operations, applying for inspection, so that in-any event during the 
next 6 months there is going to be a very active movement toward 
preparing the industry for a mandatory inspection program. 

Senator Crements. As well as training personnel to take it over 
as the increasing number of units comes under the program? 
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Mr. Triees. That is right. And it may be that regardless of what 
happens, during the next 6 months the Department is going to have 
all that it can handle in expanding its organization and personnel 
to handle the new requests that they are receiving every day, as I 
understand it. . 

Senator Ciements. Mr. Triggs, you heard the observation earlier 
that there would be a committee print made available incorporating 
many of the suggestions made by the Department this morning. 

I trust that the Farm Bureau will take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity of written comment on those suggestions. 

Mr. Trices. I would appreciate the opportunity of doing so. It 
wouldn’t be possible in the very near future for us to submit the mat- 
ter to our Poultry Advisory Committee, which I would like to have 
the opportunity of doing, but we will do the best we can. 

Senator CLements. The committee will endeavor to have the print 
as early as possible. I am advised that you may have a copy of it 
in the morning. 

Any other questions? 

Senator Wmux1aMs. No questions. 

Senator CLiements. Do you have some statement to make in con- 
nection with the statement Mr. Triggs has made, Mr. Alp? 

Mr. Aur. There is one point that I would like to make, and I think 
Mr. Triggs will agree, that we are not opposed to the fast enactment 
of this type of legislation which the industry wants and the con- 
sumers want. 

Senator CLements. The chairman did not get the impression that 
Farm Bureau would be opposed to it. I gathered that there was a 
preference for sufficient time to circularize the proposed legislation 
to those in interest in the Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Trices. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuements. But in case it is a good sound bill, or a bill 
that could be enacted that met most of the needs and had a minimum 
number of objectionable features, that you would not oppose that it 
be enacted at this session of Congress ? 

Mr. Tries. That is correct. 

Our policy puts us clearly on record as to that. 

Senator WiiiiaMs. As I understand it, you recognize the need for 
such legislation, you just want us to proceed cautiously and make 
sure that we are on the right track? 

Mr. Tries. Yes, sir. 

Senator CLements. The next witness is Mr. John A. Baker, co- 
ordinator of legislative services, National Farmers Union. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Senator Ciements. You may proceed, Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of saving the time of the 
committee, if it meets with the approval of the committee, I think 
I can, tie up my testimony in about two paragraphs, and insert the 
rest of this prepared statement for the record. 


Senator Curments. The complete statement of Mr. Baker will be 
placed in the record. 
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(The complete prepared statement of Mr. Baker is as follows :) 


For the record, I am John A. Baker, coordinator of legislative services, National 
Farmers Union. 

On May 9, 1956, I testified for the National Farmers Union in support of 8. 3176 
before the subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 8. 
3176 provided for compulsory poultry inspection to be carried on by the Food and 
Drug Administration. At that time we included in our statement a proposed 
amendment that poultry inspection should be made 100 percent compulsory with 
costs paid by the Federal Government and that the program should be transferred 
by law from the Agricultural Marketing Service to the Meat Inspection Service 
of the Agricultural Research Service and not to the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration. We further suggested that farmers, who dress their own poultry and 
sell them directly to consumers, be exempted from the provisions of the law. 
S. 3983 includes these two proposals and National Farmers Union is in full 
accord with the bill as it is now written. 

The Meat Inspection Service, over the years it has been functioning, has been 
of great benefit to all groups of the Nation by its insurance to consumers that 
they have available for their dinner tables only “red meats” which are palatable, 
wholesome, and free of disease. Poultry has had a rapid rise as one of our 
major food items and yet only a small percent of poultry products have been 
included in a voluntry poultry inspection program in the past. As a result of the 
lack of an effective inspection program many serious problems have arisen in 
the poultry industry. We believe that S. 3983 will minimize the shocking abuses 
found in some sections of the processing industry—abuses which harm the 
farmer, the consumer, the industry, and the poultry worker. 

Farmers love the land on which they live; they like to produce food and produce 
it in abundance for the rapidly growing population and expanding economy we 
have today. Farmers must have that feeling for the soil and the things they 
raise, otherwise they wouldn’t stay on the land year after year and continue 
to go down the sliding seale to bankruptcy. No one can believe that the ineentive 
of good wages and decent incomes, with our present farm economy the way it is, 
can be a magnet to hold farmers on the land. Farmers know that they must 
produce quality products if they are to sell each year to a more and more 
demanding public. Inferior or diseased farm products cast a bad reflection on all 
farmers, and this is especially true in the poultry business where hundreds of 
thousands of family farmers have their farm poultry flocks, many of which go 
through the channels of commerce to reach the consumer. Farmers are always 
the first to be blamed for high prices or poor quality of food and fiber products, 

Through the example of the meat-inspection and other programs, farmers have 
learned that regulatory measures which provide effective and real consumer 
protection are good business. But today poultry is under a cloud of suspicion 
because of the activities of a few unscrupulous operators in the processing 
industry. This cloud affects the good as well as the bad sections of the industry, 
and it also affects the farmer who has a definite stake in wanting the market 
for poultry products to increase, 

From 1940 to 1955 the production of poultry doubled and in 1954 accounted 
for $4 billion of gross farm income, being the third largest source of income 
for farmers. In vew of the many problems encountered in the price and income 
situation today, it is especially desirable that the increase in production of poul- 
try products continue as a major and as a supplemental source of income. We 
realize, however, if this growth is to continue, the consumer must be assured 
when he goes to the market that he will purchase nothing but clean, wholesome, 
and free-of-disease products. We believe that the safeguards in 8S. 3983 will 
protect the consumer and will, at the same time, benefit the poultry producer. 

The antemortem inspection provided for in the bill may, in our opinion, save 
farmers millions of dollars each year. It will root out any diseased fowls at a 
time when they can be identified as to their production source. in this way the 
farmer producer can determine if the whole flock is diseased or weed out. those 
which are and find the causes of. such disease so they can be eliminated. Today 
the farmer has no such protection. It was pointed out in a January 4, 1956, 
news article in the Philadelphia Inquirer, which quoted the Pennsylvania State 
poultry pathologist, that farmers in Pennsylvania alone are losing more than 
$4 million a year “because of the high mortality rate in chickens due to respira- 
tory diseases and other ailments.” The article stated further that poultry is 
subject to more diseases than any other animal. 
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Ante mortem inspection will undoubtedly lead to research of poultry diseases 
and their causes. At the present time, many of the diseases which endanger 
poultry are a mystery to scientists. Recent outbreaks in Oregon of psittacosis, 
or parrot fever, led scientists to throw up their hands and declare that they 
still know very little about the illness. The research and experience gained 
from such ante mortem inspection will help farmers in cutting losses due to poul- 
try diseases. I should like to state at this point that it is our hope the Congress 
will turn its attention to further poultry legislation which will provide for 
eradication of poultry disease at the farm level. 

Farmers are consumers as well as producers, so the National Farmers’ Union 
in supporting S. 3983 is also representing more than a million consumers of 
poultry products. Also, we have always believed that it is vital in a democracy 
that organized groups be fully aware of the interests of the largest unorganized 
group in our Nation, the consumers. 

According to reports of the Food and Drug Administration, State health 
departments and other health authorities, contaminated and diseased poultry 
constitute one of the most serious hazards to consumer health teday. Public 
Health Service reports have indicated that from one-fourth to one-third of the 
annual cases of food poisoning are due to consumption of poultry products. 
But this is not the greatest danger. Poultry can readily transmit a number of 
diseases to humans. 

Basically, poultry is a good, tasty, nourishing, and healthful food. It should 
have an important spot in every family’s diet. What is needed is that the con- 
sumer be assured of the sale of only clean and wholesome fowls. However, 
shockingly unsanitary conditions found in some parts of the poultry processing 
industry are of great concern as a danger to the consuming public. We believe 
that the mandatory institution of a program of plant sanitation, sanitary proces- 
sing practices and inspection for wholesomeness in the poultry processing 
industry will go a long way toward providing such assurance. 

Unfortunately, the poultry consumer has not real and effective safeguards 
today. The voluntary inspection program carried on by Agricultural Marketing 
Service covers only 20 percent of poultry moving in interstate commerce and 
this inspection must be paid for by the processor. Health officers have stated 
that there is some doubt whether the AMS program is fully effective in protect- 
ing consumers for even the small part of poultry it inspects. 

We should neither condone nor allow any practice to continue which impairs 
the health and strength of our people. With all commercially transported red 
meat in interstate commerce undergoing regulation to protect the consumer, 
it is entirely illogical not to include poultry in the same service which has 
become such an important part of our diet, under a similar program. 

Most poultry producers are uniquely dependent for efficient service upon small 
processing plants rather than large packing establishments. These small 
businesses cannot afford to pay the costs of an inspection program such as is 
done in the voluntary plan of the Meat Inspection Service today. Therefore we 
strongly support the provisions of 8. 3983 which provides for making poultry 
inspection 100-percent compliance by the processing industry and complete assur- 
ance to the consumer of a clean, wholesome product. 

Under present conditions found in many parts of the poultry processing indus- 
try, the type of employment required should probably be classified as “hazardous.” 
Of vital concern to us are the health risks and lack of adequate health standards 
which employees of processing plants often encounter. 

I have already mentionéd@ the recent psittacosis outbreak in Oregon. There 
have been numerous newspaper accounts of that situation which resulted in 
several deaths and many illnesses and hospital cases among poultry workers. 
To mention one other State, Texas—between 1948 and 1954, 12 deaths and 350 
cases of illness among Texas poultry processing employees were reported due to 
psittacosis which is a pneumonia-like disease. In one turkey processing plant 
alone, the Texas State Health Department reported 3 deaths and 22 illnesses. 

Therefore, from the standpoint of the farmer, the consumer, the worker, and 
the poultry industry as a whole, current conditions in some sections of the poultry 
industry pose serious dangers. We believe that S. 3983, if enacted, will curtail 
to a minimum these hazards. The three-pronged attack on the problem, provided 
in this legislation by inspection for wholesomeness, plant sanitation standards 
and sanitary processing ctiee requirements is urgently needed. 

The National Farmers Union approves and strougly advocates S. 3983: We 
hope the subcommittee will give it favorable consideration and will write a 
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favorable report and that such a report will lead to speedy passage of the 
bill by the Senate. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for the oppor- 
tunity to present this statement. 

Senator Clements. You may summarize as you desire, Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Baker. On May 9, 1956, I testified for the National Farmers 
Union in support of S. 3176 before the subcommittee of the Senate 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 

3176 provided for compulsory poultry inspection to be carried 
on by the Food and Drug Administration. At that time we included 
in our statement a proposed amendment that poultry inspection 
should be made 100 percent compulsory with costs paid by the Federal 
Government and that the program should be transferred by law 
from the Agricultural Marketing Service to the Meat Inspection 
Service of the Agricultural Research Service and not to the Food 
and Drug Administration. 

We further suggested that farmers who dress their own poultry and 
sell them ee to consumers be exempted from the provisions of 
the law. 3983 includes these two proposals and National Farmers 
Union is in full accord with the bill as it is now written. 

And we urge your committee to give it your favorable consideration 
and recommend it to the Senate, and that it be passed by the Senate. 

Senator CLements. Mr. Baker, would you want at any later date to 
comment on some of the suggested amendments ? 

Mr. Baker. I would be glad to, Mr. Chairman, although we don’t 
feel that that is necessary. If the committee would like our com- 
ments, we would be most happy to give them to you. 

Senator CLiements. The committee would be most glad to have 
them, and also from all of the witnesses that have testified here today, 
because we will be considering new language and some new ideas. 

Mr. Baker. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that our main point of 
view with respect to the administration of this program is the Meat 
Inspection Service as applied to red meat has been operating a long 
time under very well-established legislation; the objectives and the 
nature of the work are very similar to that proposed for poultry 
inspection. 

We see no particular reason for setting poultry inspection. apart 
from all other meat inspection as a special type of activity which 
would not be carried out in the same way and under the same general 
jurisdiction and supervision. 

With respect to delaying this, it has in our opinion already been 
delayed far too long, providing for most consumers and producers 
the same kind of service with respect to poultry that they now get 
with respect to other meats has been delayed too long. 

Senator Ciements. Mr. Baker, I thank you very much. And the 
committee will look for ward to getting your expressions as well as 
those of other witnesses on the print that will be out. 

Any questions? 

Senator Wiuiams. No questions. 

Senator CLements. Thank you very much. 

The next and final witness will be Mr. Joseph Gill, commissioner of 
agriculture of the State of Connecticut, Hartford, Conn. 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH N. GILL, COMMISSIONER OF AGRICULTURE, 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT, HARTFORD, CONN. 


Senator Ctements. You may proceed, Mr. Gill. 

Mr. Guz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Joseph Gill; I am commissioner of agriculture for the 
State of Connecticut. I am also a broiler producer. 

Senator CLemenvs. You are a broiler producer in addition to your 
oflicial title ? 

Mr. Guu. Yes, sir. We produce on our farm approximately 100,000 
broilers annually. And I have been in that business since 1946 when 
I left the service. 

Senator CLements. You speak from knowledge. 

Mr. Guu. The production of poultry meat, as a major item for our 
consumer’s table today, has grown since the war to such an extent 
that a reappraisal of our inspection program relative to the whole- 
someness of poultry now becomes necessary. 

With about 1 billion broilers being produced in the United States 
annually, principally in our Southern States and along the eastern 
seaboard, a mandatory uniform program of inspection for wholesome- 
ness would insure wholesome, high-quality poultry for the consumer. 

The adoption of uniform guides and standards, such as would be 
provided under Senate bill 3588, would provide for uniformity 
throughout the country, as far as the wholesomeness of the poultry 
is coneerned. 

A voluntary inspection program, with the cost borne by the indus- 
try, has been operated by the Poultry Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture for the past 28 years. Over 20 percent 
of the poultry produced in the United States today is inspected under 
this voluntary inspection program. It would seem to us only logical 
that these people with the experience and know-how would be the 
proper ones to be assigned the task of administering a mandatory 
program. 

The officials who have been administering this voluntary program 
have been of immeasurable help to the industry in setting guides and 
standards for the construction and operation of poultry processing 
plants in a sanitary manner. 

Also included in the United States Department of Agriculture’s 
Poultry Division is a grading service which grades for the quality 
of the poultry. 

Many of the processing plants throughout the country have taken 
advantage of this grading service together with the inspection service 
and all indications are the trend of the industry is going to be toward 
not only inspection for wholesomeness but grading for quality, thus 
giving the consumer assurance, not only regarding wholesomeness 
but also concerning quality. 

It is the feeling of the poultrymen in Connecticut that such a 
mandatory inspection program furnished by the Federal Govern- 
ment and a voluntary grading program, from the point of view of ad- 
ministration and economy, would best be left in the same administra- 
tive division in the United States Department of Agriculture. This 
could be accomplished by the favorable action of the Congress on 
Senate bill 3588. 
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Senator Ciements. Mr. Gill, the committee is not only glad to 
have your views as commissioner of agriculture of the State of Con- 
necticut, but doubly glad to have the views of one who is a long-time 
poultryman. 

When I suggested that you were speaking from knowledge, I meant 
that you were speaking from the knowledge that comes to one who 
is a producer himself. 

There is no witness that has appeared here this morning that hasn’t 
spoken from knowledge. There are none who have been here who 
haven’t made very helpful statements to the committee. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wiiir1aMs, No questions. 

Senator CLements. You two poultrymen have things that you 
might discuss at another time. 

Senator Writrams. At another time. 

Mr. Giri. Mr. Chairman, I can only say that Connecticut is ready. 
We see no need for delaying legislation on this mandatory program 
any longer. 

Senator CLements. You mean by that, Mr. Gill, that you would be 
willing to see legislation enacted at this session, and if it needed some 
changes, since it had from now until 1958 to be put on a compulsory 
basis, that some changes might be made within that time ? 

Mr. Gru. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Wiintams. I think it is safe to say, isn’t it, that the farm- 
ers and producers of poultry feel that proper mandatory inspection 
at the present time would increase the value of their retail product 
and would help them rather than hurt them ¢ 

Mr. Grru. Very definitely, Senator. 

The program in Connecticut is that there is no substitute for quality, 
and the consumer, regardless of your Federal inspection, is going 
to be the final imspector. 

We must satisfy the consumer. 

Senator WiiuraMs. I think that is very generally recognized by 
all segments of the industry. 

Senator Crements. Any further questions ? 

Senator Williams? 

Senator Wiittams. No questions. 

Senator Cements. The committee will stand in recess until 10 a. m. 
tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 40 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m. on Tuesday, June 19, 1956.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 19, 1956 


Untrrep Starss SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL 
RESEARCH AND GENERAL LEGISLATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subeommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Earle C. Clements presiding. 

Present: Senators Clements and Williams. 

Senator Clements. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness the committee will hear this morning is Congress- 
man Lester Johnson, from the Ninth Congressional District of 
Wisconsin. 

You may proceed, Mr. Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE NINTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, my testimony this morning will be 
mainly two statements by turkey growers and dressers in my district 
and I would like them to appear in the record and I intend to read 
them to the committee. 

The Ninth District of Wisconsin has a very large industry of turkey 
growing. My home county of Jackson County raises from 50,000 to 
100,000; Barron County north of the district raises a great many 
turkeys, and other counties, but not as large as the 2 mentioned. 

I am first going to read the statement sent me by B. L. Murch, 
Chippewa Turkey Farm, New Auburn, Wis. That is located in 
Chippewa County. 

May I say for the record that these statements were prepared prior 
to the time that the two bills which are up at this time were intro- 
duced, but I think they apply. Following is the statement of 


B.L. Murch: 


As a turkey raiser and dresser for the past 30 years some things are clear to 
me that would not be clear to one without this experience. 

Antemortem examination of each bird at the plant could only be suggested by 
some novice. It would be good on the farm where the bird is growing unmolested. 
There, if he is not feeling good, he shows it. Scare him, haul him, and handle 
him, he could be nine-tenths dead, and he would not show sickness, except by a 
fever thermometer. Getting a thermometer reading on 10,000 birds a day is as 
practical as the whole idea of antemortem examination at the plant. The dressed 
bird with a fever is vasily detected by the flesh color. 
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The idea that a veterinarian is the only one capable of detecting diseased fowl 
is also wrong. All the work dene by the veterinarians could be done by any man 
or woman given sufficient training by the inspection department, the same way 
they made graders and sanitary inspectors for New York dressed birds. The 
only examination that would require a veterinarian would be taking cultures and 
laboratory examination. Just visualize a bird every second passing before a man 
and you get a practical idea of the way this veterinarian is operating. Anyone 
trained for the work can inspect the flesh color, the finish, and examine the 
entrails of each bird as it passes by. The important thing is that someone under 
the supervision of the Department of Agriculture be held responsible that no 
diseased birds are packed. He should be licensed and bonded and well paid for 
his work. I do not know of any advantage to be gained by either the Department 
of Agriculture or the Department of Pure Foods and Drugs being responsible for 
this work, but certainly only one of the two departments is necessary. 


The other statement is by the Badger Turkey Industries, of which 
Wallace H. Jerome is general manager and Orvin W. Hanson is see- 
retary-treasurer. 

This is a small, independent business firm located at Barron, Wis., 
and Wallace H. Jerome started out raising turkeys as a 4-H Club 
member when he was a lad on the farm, and he has developed it until 
it is quite an industry. His statement reads as follows: 


We have been operating a turkey processing plant here in Barron for many 
years and we were one of the very first plants in Wisconsin to enter into Federal 
grading and Federal inspection programs on a voluntary basis with the United 
States Department of Agriculture. The cost of these programs is quite high 
but we have been fortunate in having quite a large volume to support these 
costs and we feel that the consumer is entitled to the protection afforded to 
them by such programs. We know that it will be difficult for small plants 
to have mandatory inspection unless the major cost of such a program is borne 
by the Government through taxation. We are definitely in favor of mandatory 
inspection to protect all consumers and the fact that we have been under volun- 
tary programs all these years should prove that point. We do feel, however, 
that mandatory inspection should definitely be kept under the jurisdiction of 
the United States Department of Agriculture rather than the Pure Food and 
Drug Administration because we feel that the United States Department of 
Agriculture has had the training to administer such a program better and that 
they have a much better understanding of the problems of the industry through 
long association with it fn the past. 

The present legislation which has been introduced into both Houses (com- 
monly referred to as the Priest bill) calls for mandatory inspection to become 
effective January 1, 1957, and also calls for antemortem as well as postmortem 
inspection. This would not give plants which have not been operating under 
the voluntary programs now in effect sufficient time to remodel their plants and 
make other necessary changes by that date. The United States Department 
of Agriculture has not been able to secure enough veterinarians to perform only 
postmortem inspection in the past and they say that it would be impossible 
to secure veterinarians to perform both antemortem and postmortem inspec- 
tion for the great number of additional plants that would be affected by such 
an early date. We in industry are of the opinion that antemortem inspection 
should be performed only when an outbreak of disease is present and that it 
would be very difficult to perform satisfactorily even under normal conditions, 
especially in plants which process chicken broilers. 

We have been informed that the American Farm Bureau Federation has 
prepared a new bill for introduction into both Houses of Congress which also 
provides for mandatory inspection of all poultry and poultry products. The 
effective date would not be until July 1, 1958, and would provide for postmortem 
only except in cases of outbreaks of disease. This bill would place the adminis- 
tration of the program under the United States Department of Agriculture and 
has several other good features too numerous to mention here. 


That finishes my statement. 
I also wish to state for the record that I received a telegram from 
the Trask Turkey Farm, located at Black River Falls, Wis. They 


take the same position as that of Mr. Murch and Mr. Jerome. 
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Mr. Jounson. That is all. 

Senator CLements. Any questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wiit1ams. No questions. 

Senator CLements. We appreciate your coming before the com- 
mittee and bringing us the viewpoints expressed by the two groups 
from your State, from your district. And I take it that you would 
want to say for the record here this morning that you, too, are in 
favor of compulsory inspection. 

Mr. Jounson. Well, I am submitting the statements for these two 
men. I know these men are out in the field, and they are actually ac- 
quainted with the facts and you are getting practical advice from peo- 
ple who are actually doing the work, and I am submitting as their 
Congressman, for them their views to the committee for their con- 
sideration. 

Senator CLeMENtTs. You know these people? 

Mr. Jounson. I know them personally. 

Senator CLements. You have confidence in their judgment? 

Mr. Jonnson.. I have confidence in their judgment, especially in this 
field, and I know also they are men who have made a success of the in- 
dustry. 

Senator CLements. And they have used the voluntary inspection 
system, and from that they base their conclusions ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. 

Senator CLements. They have had a wealth of experience upon 
which to base it; is that correct? 

Mr. Jonson. Yes; and I hope that legislation is not passed which 
will put these people and like people out of business. They are small- 
businéss men, which we are all trying to help, and I think that should 
be considered when the legislation is considered. 

Senator Clements. Congressman, you may be certain that neither 
this committee nor the Committee on Agriculture in the House would 
be interested in bringing out legislation which was to the detriment of, 
or would hurt, the poultry growers of this country. If they made er- 
rors in it, it would be errors of the head and not of the heart. 

Senator WiraiaMs. And promptly change. 

Senator Curments. And each succeeding Congress can correct such 
errors if any are made by the preceding Congress. 

Mr. Jounson. I might say for the record that in my earlier years, 
I had quite a little experience with poultry myself, and I know a little 
about. the trials and tribulations of the people who are in the industry. 

Senator CLemEnts.. You recognize, then, that the only way the 
small handler is going to get compulsory inspection is by the Govern- 
ment assuming the costs for it. 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. And I would hate to see legislation 
passed so that all the dressing had to be done by the big packers down 
at Chicago and places like that, so that these little industries which are 
situated all over the country would be unable to carry on because of the 
cost of the operation. 

But I know we have got to consider the health angle, too. I do not 
want to have anything—and these gentlemen here, both of them, in 
the statements they made, are willing to do anything to improve the 
quality of the poultry that is going out to the consumers all over the 
country. 
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Senator CLements. Mr. Congressman, they made it quite clear in 
their statements. 

Senator Wiixitams. I think both of the bills before this committee 
for consideration at this time carry the provision that the Govern- 
ment would underwrite the cost of this inspection service. 

Senator Ciements. Both of them recommend that it be under the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Wituiams. They do now, yes; both of them recommend 
that. 

Mr. Jounson. I want to thank the Senate Agriculture Committee 
for the privilege of coming over and testifying, and I am always glad 
to see your chairman here when he comes over to our House Committee 
on Agriculture to testify on the needs of the tobacco farmer of Ken- 
tucky. 

Senator CLements. Thank you very much, and we are delighted to 
have had you. 

The next witness will be Dr. H. E. Kingman, assistant.executive 
secretary of the American Veterinary Medical Association of Chicago. 

You may proceed, Doctor. 


STATEMENT OF DR. HARRY E. KINGMAN, JR., ASSISTANT EXECU- 


TIVE SECRETARY, AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIA- 
TION, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Dr. Ktneman. I am Harry E. Kingman, Jr., a doctor of veterinary 
medicine. I am appearing on behalf of the American Veterinary 
Medical Association. The AVMA, representing the profession of 
veterinary medicine in the United States, appreciates being afforded 
the opportunity to have a representative appear before this committee 
concerning S. 3983 and §. 3588, 84th Congress. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association favors and endorses 
legislation which would prohibit the movement in interstate or for- 
eign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or 
adulterated poultry or poultry products. 

This year is the 50th anniversary of the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service. It has been repeatedly stated and is undoubtedly a fact that 
the United States has the finest and safest meat supply in the world. 

This service since its inception has been administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. This Department, through its 
Bureau of Animal Industry in the early years, and more recently 
through the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Research 
Service, has developed a program that is now used in this country 
and throughout the world as the foundation for food-inspection 
systems, 

Those who have had opportunity to observe closely the work of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Service are immediately impressed with the 
close adherence to the basic criteria necessary for an adequately safe- 
guarded inspection system. These are: 

1. The inspectors must be qualified and competent. In the case of 
products of animal origin, there must be a sufficient number of pro- 
fessional (venterinary) workers available to assure seientifieally ac- 
curate disposition of products. 

2. The inspectors and supervisory personnel must have tenure of 
office so long as they competently perform their work. 
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The service must be responsible to the consumer. 

4. The system should be financed by public funds. 

At the time of the establishment of the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service, poultry meat was marketed largely in the live state. At that 
time, there were no large poultry slaughtering operations where the 
viscera were removed from the carcasses and no provision for poultry 
inspection was made. 

Conditions today are quite different. 

The need for an inspection program for poultry products became 
apparent many years ago and the American Veterinary Medical As- 
sociation, through its members and committees, has in many ways 

called attention to this problem and made recommendations designed 
to correct some of the deficiencies. 

A complete documentation of AVMA activities in this area would 
be voluminous and of little value to the committee. We would, how- 
ever, like to submit for the committee’s consideration two documents, 
included as appendix A and B to this statement. 

Senator Crement:. They will appear at this point in the record. 

( The documents referred to are as follows ) 


Exnureit A 


OUTLINE FOR THE PREPARATION OF GOVERNING LEGISLATION AND A PROPOSED CODE 
FOR THE INSPECTION OF HUMAN Foop 


This reprint is the Appendix to the Report of the Committee on 
Food and Milk Hygiene adopted at the 92d Annual Meeting of the 
American Veterinary Medical Association in Minneapolis, Aug- 
ust 15-18. 

APPENDIX 


OUTLINE FOR THE PREPARATION OF GOVERNING LEGISLATION 


The outline here presented is suitable for use by States, counties, municipalities, 
and other political subdivisions. It provides for the protection of the public 
health by preventing the use in trade channels of food that is diseased, unsound, 
unwholesome, or otherwise unfit for human consumption and is designed also 
to prevent the misbranding and adulteration of foods. It provides further for 
the proper disposal of unfit and misbranded foods. It provides for establishing 
local agencies that can act in cooperation with livestock and public health or- 
ganizations in the control of diseases of animals and man, thus safeguarding the 
livestock industry and promoting the public welfare. 

The Special Committee on Food Hygiene of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association has concluded that these purposes can best be accomplished by the 
organization of a coordinated food-control program under veterinary planning 
and direction. An outline of the salient features that should be included in 
proposed legislation follows. 

To effect this purpose the legislation should include: 


INSPECTION OF HUMAN FOOD 


(1) Title-—A statement of the purpose of the enactment. 

(2) Definitions.—Definitions clearly setting out: (a) The office responsible 
for the inspection; (0b)definition of the term “meat” (to include, with proper 
designation, the flesh of all food animals, including poultry: (c¢) definitions of 
other foods; (d) definitions of other special terms used in the enactment. 

(3) Administration.—Provision for the appointment of a qualified veteri- 
narian-in-charge to enforce this enactment, with authority to appoint such as- 
sistants as he may deem necessary. 

(4) Licenses.—A clear statement of the signficance of licensing -provisions 
and a statement of the procedures involved in granting licenses upon application 
and the circumstances under which licenses may be revoked. 
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(5) Plant Construction and Equipment.—A statement in general language, 
broad enough to permit the office responsible for inspection to meet changing 
conditions, prescribing the required type of construction of plants and the char- 
acter and installation of equipment and necessary facilities for handling products, 
and for conduct of the inspection with the more important features mentioned 
specifically, showing the requirements for maintaining clean premises. 

(6) Antemortem Inspection.—A provision for antemortem inspection by 
veterinarians or under veterinary supervision on the day of slaughtering, stat- 
ing in general the facilities for this purpose which the plant operator must pro- 
vide, and including in general language broad principles to guide veterinary 
inspectors in disposing of animals showing deviations from the normal. 

(7) Postmortem Inspection.—Provision for thorough postmortem inspection, 
at the time of slaughter, by veterinarians with provision for nonveterinary 
assistants, stating generally the requirements which the plant operator must 
meet to present carcasses and parts of inspection and to handle dressing opera- 
tions properly, and giving in general language principles governing the disposal 
of diseased carcasses and parts, which will serve to guide veterinary inspectors. 

(8) Time of Operations.—Provision for the veterinarian-in-charge to designate 
the hours of the day and the days of the week during which plants may be oper- 
ated when few animals are slaughtered or when but a small quantity of product 
is prepared. 

(9) Preparation and Handling.—Provision for adequate inspection of meat and 
other foods during their preparation and handling, whether in the packing plant, 
wholesale distributing plant, retail market, restaurant, or other food-handling 
establishment. 

(10) Inspection Legend.—Provision for marking inspected and passed meat 
and products with a specified inspection legend with a number identifying the 
plant, this to be applied in a prescribed form whether by branding on the prod- 
uct or printing on labels. 

(11) Marking and Labeling.—Provision for adequate labeling (and adequate 
marking of unlabeled product) to prevent deception and to inform the pur- 
chaser as to the common or usual name of the product; the ingredients with 
which it was prepared; the name and address of the manufacturer, packer, or 
distributor; and an accurate statement of the quantity of contents in terms 
of weight, measure, or numerical c@int, whichever is appropriate. In order to 
make the label control effective, it is necessary also that provision be made for 
control of the composition of products prepared with two or more ingredients to 
insure preparation with proper ingredients and distribution under commonly 
understood names. 

(12) All Products to Be Inspected.—Provision for inspection of all products, 
within the jurisdiction, in accordance with this enactment, except that inspec- 
tions by other agencies acceptable to the veterinarian-in-charge will be rec- 
ognized. 

(13) Access to Premises.—Provision for access by inspectors at any time to 
all parts of premises covered by the enactment. 

(14) Seizure.—Provision for seizure of product wherever found, within the 
jurisdiction, in the channels of trade, when the inspector has reasonable cause 
to believe that the product is unfit for food, adulterated, or misbranded. 

(15) Disposal of Retained or Seized Products.—Authority for inspectors sum- 
marily to dispose of retained or seized products, and to condemn, and to require 
under the supervision of an inspector the destruction for food purposes of diseased 
animals, carcasses, parts of carcasses, and unfit or adulterated products, and to 
require that misbranded products be made to conform to the requirements of this 
enactment. 

(16) Appeals.—Provision for appeal from the decision of an inspector to his 
immediate superior having jurisdiction over the subject matter of the appeal. 

(17) Rules and Regulations.—Authority for the inspection agency to promul- 
gate rules, regulates, and orders implementing the broad terms of the enactment 
and consistent with it. 

(18) Financing.—Proivision for financing the inspections required by this 
enactment through the permanent establishment of an adequate, annual appro- 
priation. 

(19) Reports.—Provision for reporting of inspections by inspectors, and the 
furnishing of information for that purpose by plant operators and owners of 
products inspected. 
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(20) Cooperation with Other Agencies.—Provision for the veterinarian-in- 
charge to exchange information with public health and other disease control 
agencies. 

(21) Penalties.—Penalties for failure to comply with any portion of the enact- 
ment or the rules, regulations, and orders properly issued thereunder. 

(22) Saving Clause.—A provision whereby the invalidation of any section will 
not affect the legality of the remainder of the enactment. 

Proposed code for the inspection of human food : 


FOOD INSPECTION ACT* 


An act relating to the public health, safety, and welfare, providing for: the 
establishment of a food inspection service; the inspection of articles of human 
food ; the condemnation and destruction for food purposes of diseased, unsound, 
or otherwise unfit food ; the prevention of misbranding and adulteration of food; 
the issuance of licenses and collection of fees; the adoption of regulations for the 
administration of the Act; and penalties for violations of the Act. 


Be it enacted by the— 
Legislature of the State of ————, Commissioners of the County of ° 
Council of the City of 








SECTION 1.—DEFINITIONS 


For the purpose of this Act the following words, phrases, names, and terms shall 
be construed, respectively, to mean : 

(a) Service——The Food Inspection Service established by this Act. 

(b) Inspector.—An inspector of the Service, authorized by the Chief of Service 
to do any work or perform any duty in connection with food inspection under 
this Act. 

(c) Licensed Plant.—Any food-handling plant licensed under this Act. 

(d) Food.—aAny article capable of being used for human food and which is 
subject to regulation by the State [County of] [City]. 

(e) Animal—Cattle, calves, sheep, swine, goats, and other domestic food 
animals, including poultry. 

(f) Careass._-All parts, including viscera, of a slaughtered animal that are 
capable of being used for human food. 

(g) Meat and Product ; Meat or Product.—Carcasses, parts of carcasses, meat 
and products of, or derived from, cattle, calves, sheep, swine, goats, and other 
domestic food animals including poultry, which are capable of being used for 
human food. 

(kh) Person.—Natural person, partnership, corporation or other organization, 
and every officer, agent, or employee thereof. This term shall mean either the 
singular or the plural as the case may be. 


SECTION 2.—ADMINISTRATION 


(a) Organization of Service.—There shall be organized a Food Inspection Serv- 
ice wheih shall be charged with the enforcement of this Act. 

(b) Chief of Service—The Chief of Service shall be a duly qualified veteri- 
narian, graduate of-a school approved by the American Veterinary Medical 
Association. 

(c) Inspectors ; Qualifications ; Appointments.—The Chief of Service shall cause 
to be appointed such inspectors as may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this Act. Appointees shall meet all applicable civil-service rules and regula- 
tions: Provipep, That veterinary inspectors shall be duly qualified veterinarians, 
graduates of schools approved by the American Veterinary Medical Association ; 
AND Provipep FurtHer, That other inspectors shall meet such qualifications as 
the Chief of Service may prescribe. 


SECTION 3.—LICEN SES 


(a) Licensee.—No person shall operate any slaughtering plant, packing plant, 
wholesale distributing plant, retail market, restaurant, or other food-handling 





1 This code was primarily designed to cover meat and meat products, but may be broadened 
so as to apply to foods of milk, marine, or other origin when not in conflict with specific 
codes intended for those products. The term “ordinance” may be substituted throughout 
for “act” in the case of county or city enactment. 
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establishment unless he shall first have applied for and been granted a license 
as provided under this Act. 

(b) Application for License.—The owner or operator of each plant or estab- 
lishment of the kind specified in (@) of this section shall make application to the 
Chief of Service for a license to operate such plant. The application shall be on 
a form furnished by the Service. In case of change of ownership or change of 
location a new application shall be made. 

(ec) Granting License.—The Chief of Service shall investigate all circumstances 
in connection with the application for license to determine whether the applicable 
requirements of this Act and regulations made pursuant thereto have been com- 
plied with. The Chief of Service shall grant or refuse the license upon the basis 
of facts pertaining to the applicable requirements disclosed by his investigation. 
Each license shall bear an identifying number. 

(d) Revocation of License.—The Chief of Service may revoke any license if 
he determines that any false statement was made in the application or if he finds 
that there is any failure to comply with the applicable provisions of this Act or 
regulations made pursuant thereto. 


SECTION 4.—PLANT CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT : 


(a) Construction.—Every licensed plant shall be constructed and maintained 
with materials susceptible of being readily and thoroughly cleaned. The plant 
shall not be located near any source of fly breeding or similar public nuisance. 
Rooms and compartments used for handling or preparing food products shall be 
separate and distinct from those used for handling or preparing inedible products. 
Floors and walls shall be smooth and impervious, An efficient drainage system 
with approved traps and vents shall be provided, There shall be ample light 
and ventilation. Suitable dressing rooms, toilet rooms, and urinals shall be pro- 
vided. Modern hand-washing facilities shall be located wherever necessary to 
assure cleanliness of all persons handling food. 

(b) Equipment.—Every licensed plant shall provide for proper handling of 
food and efficient conduct of inspection of all necesary tables, benches, receptacles, 
utensils, and other articles of equipment of such materials and construction as 
will make them susceptible of being readily and thoroughly cleaned. 

(c) Cleanliness.—The outer premises and all parts of a licensed plant and its 
equipment shall be kept clean. Flies, rats, and other vermin shall be excluded 
from such plants. 

(d) Water Supply and Sewage Disposal.—The water supply of a licensed 
plant shall be ample, clean, and potable and protected against contamination and 
pollution. An ample supply of both hot and cold water shall be distributed 
throughout the plant as may be necessary. An adequate and acceptable sewage- 
disposal system shall be provided. 


SECTION 5.--ANTEMORTEM INSPECTION 


(a) Provision for Antemortem Inspection.—The Chief of Service may require 
to be made, by an inspector, an antemortem inspection of all animals about 
to be slaughtered. Such inspection shall be made on the day of slaughter. No 
animal shall be slaughtered without such inspection as the Chief of Service may 
require under this section. 

(b) Facilities and Assistance.—The owner or operator of each licensed plant 
where slaughtering is conducted shall furnish such facilities and assistance as 
may be required by the Chief of Service to permit the inspector to make his 
inspections efficiently. 

(c) Disposition of Animals,—Veterinary inspectors shall dispose of animals 
on antemortem inspection in conformity with such provisions of the appropriate 
federal inspection regulations as may be adopted by the Chief of Service from 
time to time in his regulations under this Act, whether the animals are released 
for slaughter, held as suspects, or condemned. 


2 An informative booklet concerning proper construction of a meat-packing plant with 
illustrations of slaughtering facilities has been compiled by the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service and may be obtained from that agency in the U. 8. Department of Agriculture, 
nae, 38, D. C., or from the Executive Secretary, AVMA, 600 S, Michigan Avenue 
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SECTION 6.—POSTMORTEM INSPECTION 


(a) Provision for Postmortem Inspection—The Chief of Service may require 
that meat or product be derived from carcasses that have received and passed 
a postmortem inspection made at the time of slaughter. No meat or product 
shall be prepared or distributed in the channels of trade without having received 
such postmortem inspection as the Chief of Service may require under this section. 

(b) Facilities and Assistance —The owner or operator of each licensed plant 
where slaughtering is conducted shall furnish such facilities as may be required 
by Chief of Service to permit the efficient conduct of postmortem inspection and 
to maintain the identity of all carcasses with their respective parts until the 
inspection has been completed. 

(c) Disposition of Carcasses.—Veterinary inspectors shall dispose of carcasses 
on postmortem inspection in conformity with such provisions of the appropriate 
federal inspection regulations as may be adopted by the Chief of Service from 
time to time in his regulations under this Act, whether the carcasses. are passed 
for food or condemned 


SECTION 7.—~-TIME OF OPERATION 


(a) Time of Operation.—The Chief of Service may require operations at 
licensed plants to be conducted during reasonable hours. The owner or opera- 
tor of each licensed plant shall keep the Chief of Service informed in advance 
of intended hours of operations. When one inspector is detailed to make inspec- 
tions at two or more plants where few animals are slaughtered or where but a 
small quantity of food is prepared, the Chief of Service may designate the hours 
of the day and the days of the week during which such plants may be operated. 


SECTION 8.—-PREPARATION AND HANDLING 


(a} Food Subject to Inspection —All food in the channels of trade, whether 
fresh, frozen, cured, or otherwise prepared, even though previously inspected and 
passed, shall be subject to reinspection by Service inspectors as often as may be 
necessary in order to ascertain whether such food is sound, healthful, wholesome, 
and fit for human food. If upon reinspection any food is found to have become 
unsound, unhealthful, unwholesome, or in any way unfit for human food, it 
shall be condemned: Provinep, That when a food is found to be affected by any 
unsound or unwholesome condition that can be satisfactorily removed by methods 
approvide by the Chief of Service, such food may be so reconditioned under the 
direction of a Service inspector. If upon final inspection the food is found to be 
sound and wholesome, it shall be passed for human food; otherwise it shall be 
condemned. 

(b) Processing Operations to be Conducted Under Inspection—The owner 
or operator of each licensed plant shall inform the Chief of Service in advance 
regarding any food-processing operations such as canning, cooking, curing, 
smoking, salting, rendering, freezing, et cetera at his plant, and shall conduct 
such operations only at such times and in such manner as the Chief of Service 
may prescribe to assure clean handling of food and afford opportunity for 
inspection. 

(c) Chemical Preservatives Et Cetera.—No food shall contain any dye, chem- 
ical, preservative, or other substance which impairs its wholesomeness or which 
is not approved by the Chief of Service. 

(d) Trichinae.—Inasmuch as it can not certainly be determined, by any pres- 
ent known method of inspection, whether the muscle tissue of pork contains 
trichinae, and inasmuch as live trichinae are dangerous to health, no article of 
a kind prepared customarily to be eaten without cooking shall contain any muscle 
tissue of pork unless the pork has been subjected to a temperature sufficient to 
destroy all live trichinae, or other treatment prescribed by the Chief of Service. 


SECTION 9.—INSPECTION LEGEND * 


(a) Inspection Legend Prescribed.—An inspection legend embodying the l- 
cense humber shall be applied by an employee of the licensed plant, under the 
supervision of an inspector, to such meat and product processed in such plant as 
the Chief of Service may require to be so marked. The inspection legend shall 
be in such form and design as the Chief of Service may prescribe to indicate that. 
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the food has been inspected and passed in accordance with this Act. At the 
discretion of the Chief of Service, the inspection legend and license number may 
be used on other foods processed at licensed plants. 


SECTION 10.—LABELING 


(a) False or Deceptive Names.—No label or mark on any food shall convey 
any false impression of identity, quality, or origin, and no container or covering of 
a food shall be so made, formed, or filled as to be deceptive or misleading. 

(b) Labels.—The Chief of Service may require food to bear such labels or 
marks as may be necessary to prevent deception. The label of a food shall in- 
clude, prominently and informatively displayed: (1) the common or usual name 
of the product; (2) a list of the ingredients used in preparing the food if it is 
fabricated from two or more ingredients; (3) the name and place of business 
of the manufacturer, packer, or distributor; and (4) an accurate statement of 
the quantity of the contents. 

(c) Composition of Food.—The Chief of Service may prescribe such rules and 
regulations as may be necessary to control effectively the composition and proc- 
essing of food for the purpose of preventing deception. 


SECTION 11.—-ACCESS TO PREMISES 


(a) Access to Premises.—Inspectors shall be entitled to access at any time 
upon proper identification at all regular entrances and to all parts of premises 
for the purpose of making inspections under this Act. 


SECTION 12.—-EMBARGE AND SEIZURE-——DISPOSAL OF SEIZED FOOD 


(a) Embargo and Seizure.—The Chief of Service is authorized to prohibit the 
importation into the channels of sale of this jurisdiction food that is unsound, 
unwholesome, improperly labeled, or otherwise not in accordance with this Act. 
Any food found in the channels of sale within this jurisdiction by a Service in- 
spector to be not in aceordance with this Act shall be subject to seizure and con- 
fiscation by the Service Inspector. 

(b) Disposal of Seized Food.—Seized food shall be condemned by a Service 
inspector unless it is of such character that it can be made to conform with this 
Act by methods approved by the Chief of Service. Condemned food shall be 
effectively destroyed for food purposes by the owner or handler of the food 
under the supervision of an inspector in such manner as the Chief of Service 
may prescribe. 

SECTION 13.—-APPEALS 


(a) Appeals from Inspector’s Actions —Any appeal from a decision of an 
inspector shall be made to his immediate superior having jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of the appeal. 


SECTION 14,—RULES AND REGULATIONS 


(a) Authority To Make Regulations.—The Chief of Service shall make sucn 
rules and regulations as may be necessary for the efficient execution of the pro- 
visions of this Act. 

SECTION 15.—FINANCING 


(a) Apprporiation.—There is authorized to be appropriated annually the sum 
of $ — to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(b) Fees.—The Chief of Service is authorized to establish reasonable fees to 
be collected from owners or operators of licensed plants, only in such amounts 
as may be necessary to defray the cost, if any, required iu excess of the sum 
provided by the anual appropriation to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
Such fees shall be equitably prorated and shall be paid to the treasurer of the 
State [County] [City] who shall credit the same solely to the above appropria- 


tion. 








*The brand to be used in applying the mark of inspection should be of a shape different 
than the round brand used by the Federal Meat Inspection Service, in order to render less 
difficult the distinction between the inspection marks of the two services. 
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SECTION 16.--REPORTS 


(a) Inspection Reports.—Reports of the work of inspection in licensed plants 
and elsewhere sha\l be made by inspectors on such forms and in such manner 
as the Chief of Service may specify. 

(b) Information To Be Furnished by Owners and Operators.— The owner 
or operator of each licensed plant shall furnish to Service inspectors accurate in- 
formation as to all matters needed by them for making their reports. 


SECTION 17.—COOPERATION WITH OTIIER AGENCIES 


(a) Cooperation with Other Agencies——The Chief of Service is authorized 
and directed to maintain a close working relationship with other public health 
and disease control agencies to arrange a full exchange of information and corre- 
late their respective activities. 


SECTION 18.-—INSPECTION—-PENALTIES 


(a) Scope of This Act.—This Act shall have effect throughout the State 
[County] [City] of —-—— 

(b) All Food Subject to Inspection.—No food shall be handled or transported 
in the channels of trade within the purview of this Act without such inspection 
as the Chief of Service may prescribe under this Act, except that a comparable 
inspection by an appropriate agency of the federal government or other agencies 
may be accepted by the Chief of Service. 

(c) Penalties—Any person violating any of the provisions of this Act, or the 
rules, regulations, or orders properly issued thereunder, upon conviction, shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and punished by a fine not to exceed $}———, 
or imprisonment for a period of not more than ————, or both such fine and 
imprisonment at the discretion of the court. 


SECTION 19.—SAVING CLAUSE 

(a) Seving Clause——lIf any section, paragraph, or sentence of this Act, or its 
application to any person, or in particular circumstances, is for any reason 
held to be invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of remaining por- 
tions of this Act or its application to other persons or in other circumstances. 


SECTION 20.—INCONSISTENT ACTS 


(a) Inconsistent Acts.—Insofar as they conflict with the provisions of this 
Act, previous acts of this jurisdiction are superseded. 


SECTION 21.——EFFECTIVE DATE 


(a) Effective Date—This Act shall take effect and be in force from and 
after ————. 





Exuisir B 
RESOLUTION ON PouttTry DISEASES 


Whereas the Poultry Inspection Service of the United States Department of 
Agriculture has done commendable work in protecting the public from the 
consumption of unwholesome products ; and 

Whereas the recent reorganization of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture makes it advisable and urgent that proper administrative guidance be 
given to this Service; and 

Whereas there is a tendency to utilize Poultry Inspection Service only as an 
aid to sales with emphasis on grading rather than inspection of wholesomeness : 
Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the American Veterinary Medical Association recommends that 
the Poultry Inspection Service be transferred and combined with the Federal 
Meat Inspection Service where adequate veterinary supervision can be provided 
to conduct an acceptable inspection program. 
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Dr. Kineman. The first is an Outline for the Preparation of Goy- 
erning Legislation and a Proposed Code for the Inspection of Human 
Food, prepared by the AVMA committee on food and milk hygiene 
and adopted by the association, August 13, 1955. 

In its report, the AVMA committee on food and milk hygiene em- 
phasized the value of a coordinated food-control program ‘under vet- 
erinary planning and direction. 

The second is a copy of a resolution adopted by the AVMA house 
of representatives, August 21, 1954, urging that the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Service be combined with the Federal Meat Inspection Service. 

The legislation proposed in S. 3983, introduced by Mr. Murray, 
appears to meet the basic criteria necessary for an adequately sa fe- 
guarded inspection system. Likewise, it is consistent with the resolu- 
tion adopted by our association in 1954 requesting that poultry in- 
spection be combined with the Federal Meat Inspection Service. 

Senator CLements. Doctor, while you are on that subject, all groups 
which have appeared before the committee to date on both bills rec- 
ommend that inspection be placed in the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

The witnesses who have testified from the Department express a 
viewpoint that it should give broad latitude to the Secretary to place 
that imspection service in any one of the several divisions or even a 
new division, if need be, in the Department. 

Why do you feel that it should be in the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service ¢ 

Dr. Kineman. I think I enlarge upon that. 

Senator CLeMENts. You are going to touch on that ? 

Dr. Kineman. I touch on that a little further in my statement, 
Senator. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association considers the enact- 
ment of legislation providing for adequate inspection of poultry and 
poultry products to be of vital concern to the entire veterinary 
profession. 

In recent weeks, statements have been released that tend to minimize 
the importance of veterinary medicine in protecting and promoting 
the public’s welfare. 

Whether these statements were inspired by those having ulterior 
motives or whether they were honest mistakes is unimportant at this 
juncture. It is important, however, that this committee have a full 
understanding of the fact that no group of specially trained persons 
other than veterinarians is qualified to assume the responsibilities of 
inspection of foods of animal origin. 

The curriculum requirements for a degree in veterinary medicine 
consists of not less than 2 years of preprofessional college work 
followed by a full 4 years of study at a college of veterinary medicine. 

Ve are ry medicine is a separate and distinct professional entity. 
There are ancillary responsibilities in the field on human medicine 
largely as ause of the number of public health problems in which 
animals and their diseases are implicated. 

A complete and thorough training in animal pathology, microbi- 
ology, and parasitology qualifies the veterinarian to apply his pro- 
fessional knowledge to the benefit of both the consumer and the pro- 
ducer of livestock and poultry products. 
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This is an important determining factor in establishing the admin 
istrative location of the inspection service since both avenues of pro- 
fessional service should be utilized, that is, both to the consumer and 
to the grower. 

The administration of the program must be placed where it will 
not be subservient to any objective other than protection of the 
public. The outstanding record of the Federal Meat Inspection Serv- 
ice during the past 50 years makes it the agency of choice within the 
Department of Agriculture. 

For the record, I would like to reiterate our association’s position 
relative to the need for expanded livestock and poultry disease 
control programs. 

At the same time, I can point out that considerable progress can 
be made in strengthening our poultry disease control program by 
having ante mortem and post mortem inspection of poultry closely 
allied with the agency responsible for the research and action pro- 
grams of the Department in this field. This again would make the 
Agricultural Research Service the ageney of choice. 

That is the section, Senator, which I felt defined our choice of 
administrative position of the inspection service within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Senator CLemENts. You say it is necessary for those who have 
knowledge in the field of veterinary medicine to administer this 
program? 

Dr. Keyeman. That is right. 

Senator Clements. Is it only in the Meat Inspection Service that 
qualified vetermary personnel might be used ¢ 

Dr. Kineman. No. It is not intended to leave that impression. 

However, there has been a period of 50 years of fine work in the 
Federal Meat Inspection Service which would make it the agency 
of choice, in our opinion. 

Senator Clements. I take it from your statement that in any section 
* the Department of Agriculture which had the qualified peroonee! 

r the personnel that are qualified as to the standards set in this 
tchaiowe: would get a good job done. 

Dr. Kineman. Provided that the administration of the program 
did not place it subservient to any other objective other than the 
protection of public health. 

Senator CLements. Well, that. could be the same whether it was 
in the one division or another; is that right? 

Dr. Kineman. Depending upon their general objectives in the 
division. 

Senator CLements. That is right. 

Dr. Kineman. In view of these facts, we urge that this committee 
report favorably on S. 3983. It is also suggested that. suitable word- 
ing to provide for the authorization of such appropriated sums as 
are necessary to carry out the provisions of this act be added to the 
bill at the time it is reported by the committee. 

The legislation proposed in S. 3588 differs substantially from exist- 
ing legislation providing for Federal meat inspection and, likewise, 
fails to meet criteria defined by committees of our association, since 
the recommendations of committees of our association urge close ad- 

80695—56——6 
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herence to the pattern established by Federal Meat Inspection in ex- 
tending inspection to other products of animal origin. 

Senator CLements. Dr. Kingman, were you in the hearing room 
yesterday when a number of amendments were suggested to the 
bill—— 

Dr. Kineman. No; I was not. 

Senator Clements (continuing). By the Department of Agricul- 
ture? 

Dr. Kineman. No; I arrived late last night. 

Senator CLements. Before these hearings are concluded this morn- 
ing, we anticipate that there will be copies of a committee print which 
will have incorporated in it the suggestions that were made by repre- 
sentatives of the Department yesterday. 

One of those copies will be made available to you, and I would invite 
you to carefully examine it and see if some of those suggested amend- 
ments meet some of the objections that you have set out in here. 

Then if you would care to file a memorandum with the committee 
or a supplemental statement with the committee, we would be very 
happy to have it. 

Dr. Kryeman. We would appreciate having an opportunity to 
comment on those, Senator. 

Senator CLements. Thank you. 

Dr. Krneman. This proposed legislation introduces marketing 
agreement provisions, appeals, and exemptions, that place an unnec- 
essary burden on the administration of an inspection program, pro- 
vided the objective is to protect the public welfare from the injurious 
effects of unwholesome poultry products moving in the channels of 
interstate or foreign commerce. 

These extraneous provisions might require the establishment of an 
inspection service for poultry entirely apart from Federal meat 
inspection. 

The establishment of a separate inspection service is not consistent 
with the recommendation of the AVMA Committee on Food and Milk 
Hygiene urging the organization of a coordinated food-control pro- 
gram under veterinary planning and direction. 

We feel this is of primary importance, and would again urge that 
the legislation proposed in S. 3983, providing for the establishment 
of poultry inspection facilities within the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service, be favorably reported by your committee. 

I wish to thank you in behalf of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association for having had this opportunity to be heard. 

Senator CLements. Doctor, we are glad to have had the privilege 
of hearing you. 

Senator Williams, any questions you wish to ask Dr. Kingman? 

Senator Wiii1AMs. No questions. 

Senator CLements. We appreciate very much your statement, and 
1 take it from the last paragraph of your statement that you feel if 
there is a single inspection service for all meat animals, that there 
would be less administrative or overhead costs involved. 

Dr. Krneman. And less duplication and less possibility for mis- 
understandings and things that go along with separate administration. 

Senator Ctements. Thank you very much, Doctor. 

Dr. Krneman. Thank you, sir. 
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Senator CLements. A. copy of that committee print should be avail- 
able here within an hour, I think. 

Dr. Krneman. Thank you very much. 

Senator CLements. We will hear Dr. Oscar Sussman, secretary- 
treasurer of the Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, 
Princeton, N. J.; also representing the New Jersey Health Officers’ 
Association and the New Jersey Veterinary Medical Association. 


STATEMENT OF DR. OSCAR SUSSMAN, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, 
PRINCETON, N. J., ALSO REPRESENTING THE NEW JERSEY 
HEALTH OFFICERS’ ASSOCIATION AND THE VETERINARY MEDI- 
CAL ASSOCIATION OF NEW JERSEY 


Dr. Sussman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain, if I may, for the record, 
that the Association of State Public Health Veterinarians is an affili- 
ated association and works under the actual direction of the Associa- 
tion of State and Territorial Health Officers, and this Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers is the group of commissioners of 
health in each of the 48 States who have an association, and they are 
the top administrators in the public health field, which is presumably 
the group that is to take care of the health and welfare of the con- 
suming public and all of the citizens, including the farmers. 

This group has sent me this telegram, and before I go into our 
statement, which is, naturally, more technical than the one of the 
major group, I think that the statement they have sent me in the 
telegram will indicate that this is not a hastily prepared statement that 
I am prepared to give for the veterinary group working under the 
health officers, and that the allusion which was given yesterday in 
some of the testimony to the effect that one of the bills presented, 
namely, S. 3983, was supposedly hastily prepared, was not true, be- 
cause actually S. 3983 is the result of a Senate committee hearing, and 
it is wore. really a composite and a compromise type of legisla- 
tion which supposedly was area up by Senators with good factual 
knowledge at their hands. 

This is the telegram ; it is addressed 

Senator CLements. It is good to hear from one of the laymen such 
confidence in the Senate in drawing such legislation. 

Dr. Sussman. Before I read the telegram, since you mentioned the 
term “layman,” I think perhaps I should state for the record I don’t 
raise poultry, but that I have raised poultry ; that I am a public health 
officer and that I have inspected poultry. 

But I think, primarily, one of the important things is that I am 
one of the millions of consumers of poultry, and my presence here is 
in a dual capacity, both as an eater and as an inspector. 

Senator Ciements. Doctor, I was using the word “layman” on 
strictly a relative basis. We are all laymen. It just depends on 
what we are related to. 

Dr. Sussman. It depends upon the position; right. 

Senator Ciements. I was suggesting you as a layman in relation 
to the Members of the Senate in the drafting of legislation—on that 
basis, and on that basis only. 
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Dr. Sussman. I agree, and I was just placing myself as a layman 
with respect to raising poultry is what I-meant. 

Senator Clements. Our poultry expert is across the table from 
you—Senator Williams. 

Senator Wixi1ams. I do not claim to be any expert, and I doubt 
if any Member of. the Senate claims to be an expert on chickens. It 
could depend on the type of chicken of which you are speaking. 

Senator CLEMENTS. You may proceed. 

As representing an affiliate of our association, the Public Health Veterinarians’ 
Association, would you please read the following message to the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee: “On behalf of the Association of State and Territorial! 
Health Officers, I have been directed to convey to your committee our support 
of Senate bill 3983 on poultry inspection. It is the opinion of the association 
that S. 3983 will provide needed protection for the consuming public against 
unwholesome and diseased poultry and poultry products. The Meat Inspection 
Branch of the Department of Agriculture is a competent consumer protective 
agency already serving the Nation in a commendable fashion. We have no 
doubt that under the provision of 8. 3983 they will do an equally good job on 
poultry. If we can be of further service to you or your committee, please cal! 
on us at your pleasure.” 

This is signed by “Mack I. Shanholtz, Virginia State Health Com- 
missioner; member, executive committee of the Association of State 
and Territorial Health Officers.” 

I have combined, Mr. Chairman, a statement which has been ap- 
proved by the New Jersey Health Officers Association, the Veterinary 
Medical Association of New Jersey, and the formulated opinion of 
the Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, in this one 
statement that you have. 

I have one other letter I was asked to read for the Conference of 
Public Health Veterinarians, which I will do later. 

Senator CLements. You may proceed, Doctor. 

Dr. Sussman. The Association of State Public Health Veterinar- 
ians wishes to go on record as favoring Senate 3983 and opposing 
Senate 3588. 

Our organization is composed of the chief veterinary administra- 
tors in the field of public health that are concerned with animal dis- 
vases that are transmissible to man. Our membership covers the 
entire United States and its Territories. 

Considerable thought and discussion have been given to the pri- 
mary, basic issues involved in the need for compulsory poultry in- 
spection in the United States. We believe the committee should be 
made aware of the fact that many State systems of meat and poultry 
inspection are actually awaiting the action of the Congress of the 
United States to close a loophole in the food-inspection systems in 
the United States. 

Poultry products that have not been inspected, that in many in- 
stances are actually derived from sick and diseased poultry, are now 
known to travel in interstate commerce without the benefit of any 
real inspection system. 

There has been a need, since the poultry industry has grown to the 
size that it has, for an adequate system of regulations to be instituted 
in order to allow the interstate movement of such poultry products 
that are clean, wholesome and disease-free. 

In the not too distant past, poultry was originally a producer-to- 
consumer sale, directly. In the transition to the state of a large-scale 
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industry, there have arisen some unscrupulous operators who, with- 
out compunction, will purchase diseased flocks, slaughter them, and 
sell them in areas far distant from the area of production. 

Only by means of an adequate system of inspection, on a compul- 
sory basis, can we hope to give a measure of protection to both the 
legitimate member of this industry and to the consuming public. 

Our assoc ation, in its contacts with the public, is fully aware that 
“Mrs. Consumer” believes at this moment that all poultry and food 
products are in fact adequately inspected. This we know to be 
untrue. 

The figures and the information released by the United States 
Public Health Service, by the Food and Drug Administration, and by 
a look at the actual condemnations in this field, indicates that while 
only the best poultry has been sent to inspected plants, the figures on 
condemnation in inspected plants run into millions of pounds. 

In this connection, under the present voluntary system the mau- 
agement of the plant has the prerogative of having certain shipments 
inspected ; of sending certain shipments on which the losses from 
condemnation might be too severe, through an uninspected line. 

Our association has recently given testimony before another Senate 
committee relative to Senate 3176, and which bill our association felt 
was most worthy of passage. We were concerned with both Senate 
3588 and 3983 in comparison to §. 3176 because, from the standpoint 
of the consumer, we believe all food products should be ania and 
inspected under the authority of an agency which is “a consumer- 
protective agency” in contrast to “a producer-protective agency.” 

In most instancs, the United States Department of Agriculture is 
generally thought of, and actually is, a producer-protective agency. 
Their prime concern is with production and marketing. 

Health agencies and food and drug agencies, on the other hand, are 
primarily concerned with the protection of the consumer. 

Senator Clements. Doctor, the Meat Inspection Service down at 
the Department of Agriculture—— 

Dr. SussMAN. I go into that, sir, 

Senator CLements. You would say it has done a good job? 

Dr. Sussman, Yes, sir;and I say so in this statement. 

Senator Wittiams. You do not wish to leave the impression that 
the Food and Drug Administration is not in the least bit interested in 
the consumers problems, though, do you / 

Dr. Sussman. No, sir; but the Food and Drug is not in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Senator Wu.iams. That is right. But you put emphasis upon the 
fact that the Department of Agriculture is primarily interest in 
the producer, and you leave the inference that the Food and Drug 
Administration is interested only in the consumer and not in the 
producer. 

Do you not think both ager icies are equally interested in the problems 
of both segments of the indu stry, both the producer and the consumer ? 

Dr. Sussman. If I gather your question correctly, you mean do 
I think that the food and drug agency is just as interested in the 
problems of the producer as fney are in the problems of the consumer ? 

Senator Wiiiams. No; I did not say that. I do not think you 
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want to leave the impression that the Food and Drug Administraion 
is not the least bit concerned with'the problem of the producer. 

Dr. Sussman. No; I don’t want to leave that—I said primarily. 
I said their prime concern is with production and marketing with 
respect to the Department of Agriculture; and health agencies and 
food and drug agencies, on the other hand, are primarily 

Senator Witi1Ams. Primarily. 

Dr. Sussman. Not solely, but primarily. 

Within the Department of Agriculture, there are two major group- 
ings of personnel. One of these groupings is the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service. 

Our association does not wish to be misunderstood when we clearly 
point out that this agency is not a consumer-protective agency from 
the standpoint of the healthfulness of food products. We feel that 
the contacts of the agency, that the history of its organization, that 
the close identity with industry’s desires and functions, make it an 
agency most certainly not of choice with respect to a health protec- 
tion inspection service. 

Over the years, the Poultry Branch within this agency has clearly 
shown its definite desire to be of service to the industry, with a definite 
lack of desire to be of real service to the consumer. 

I would just like to point out one thing which is not in the state- 
ment, and that is that our premise of making this is not hasty. We 
have seen through the years indication that as a means of selling 
poultry, solely as a means of selling poultry, this agency that I was 
referring to went to the extent several years ago, and it took a major 
fight, 3 or 4 years on the part of health authorities, to stop them from 
allowi ing a grade legend to be placed on poultry which was eviscerated 
and be sold to the public with a shield on it saying, “U. S. Grade A.” 

And when we went to the consumers and we had a survey made, 
we found that when the consumer saw “U.S. Grade A” on a product, 
they assumed, and I think rightfully so, that the Federal Govern- 
ment had looked at it, and that grade A to them meant inspected and 
that it was safe and wholesome, when in fact it was not actually in- 
spected for safety and wholesomeness, 

This was done, put in regulations, and it took us 3 or 4 years, 
actually, to stop getting that out. 

This is just one of the series of irritating types of administrative 
procedures that has gone on in tis marketing agency. 

Senator CLements. Doctor, it is just another good example of. why 
we need compulsory inspection. 

Dr. Sussman. Well, yes, but it is also another good example of 
why the compulsory inspection should not be in the hands of people 
who may not know what the reason for compulsory inspection. is. 

Senator Crements. Certainly if you have compulsory inspection, 
you will develop some standards in your operations that will be uni- 
form and will not follow what you have outlined as a rather make- 
shift program that we have had under the voluntary plan. 

Dr. Sussman. Well, later on I allude to the dog food inspection 
program, Senator, and although that is voluntary, I would not want 
to agree with you on the standpoint that the reason the poultry inspec- 
tion system, the voluntary system, has been somewhat makeshift 
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is solely because it was voluntary, because we have a very good volun 
tary dog food inspection program under the same marketing arrange- 
ment, and with the—well, I will get into it later. 

Senator CLements. Go right ahead now. 

Senator Witt1ams. Doctor, you have endorsed S. 3983, but I notice 
that says that the same agency which you were just criticizing would 
provide the inspection service. 

Dr. Sussman. No, sir. I think, Senator Williams, I say there are 
two major groupings in the Department of Agriculture. 

Scnator WittiaMs. You are speaking of one patricular group which 
could do a good job, in your opinion, and you do not think the other 
one would? 

Dr. Sussman. Right. What I am talking about is the Agricultural 
Marketing Service that should do a job of grading and marketing and 
sales production; and the other one we are going to talk about is the 
Agricultural Research Service, which has to do with disease. 

Senator Wiii1aMs. I just wanted it clear. 

Dr. Sussman. Sure; you bet. 

This agency—now I am referring to the Agricultural Marketing 
Service—is the agency which recently issued a contract in which the 
integrity and the security of its own inspectors were put in jeopardy. 

There should be no doubt left in anyone’s mind as to the lack of 
proper intent and direction of the USDA Poultry Branch of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service when one reads the following excerpt 
from the present contract for inspection dated August 1, 1955, less than 
a year ago, and titled “Poultry Inspection Performed on a Resident 
Inspection Basis,’ Charges and Other Provision : 

(8) A charge of $250 to cover the average cost of travel, per diem and move- 
ment of househeld goods of an inspector and his dependents whose travel head- 
quarters is changed, when the assignment is made for the purpose of (i) installa- 
tion of service, or (ii) when an additional inspector is assigned to the plant 
to handle increased workload: Provided, That when a transfer of an inspector 


from the plant is made at the request of the applicant such applicant shall be 
billed the actual cost of travel— 


here it should be noted that the applicant is the plant ewner— 


such applicant shall be billed the actual cost of travel, per diem, and movement 
of household goods involved in the transfer of both the inspector transferred 
from the plant and the inspector transferred to the plant: Provided, further, 
That no charge shall be made when the assignment of an inspector is made at the 
sole discretion of AMS— 

and so forth. 

As the committee will note, under this part of the regulation, should 
a company want to have an inspector transferred and request same, 
and be willing to pay the cost of his transportation and the cost of 
thet new inspector’s transportation to the plant, it may achieve such 
result. 

We feel that under such arrangement an inspector can not be effi- 
cient, look out for the interest of the public, and stop cull or diseased 
poultry from getting into channels of trade. 

An inspector under the constant hazard of being moved, not at the 
sole discretion of his employer, the United States Government, but at 
the discretion of and the ability to pay of the packinghouse operator, is 
no longer able to properly perform his task. 
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Such an inspector must carefully weigh the results of what may 
happen to him and his family should he incur the wrath of one of the 
larger packing concerns more able to pay for his transfer. 

This type of system could result in the transfer of men supposedly 
tough, slow, or otherwise inferior from the standpoint of apdiaitins 
from the larger poultry processing plants to those smaller iat where 
the employer does not have either the financial resources to request 
movement of an inspector or the contacts within the Department of 
Agriculture that may make possible such transfer. 

This administrative procedure is in direct contrast to the Federal 
Meat Inspection system in the United States, where an inspector is 
moved ae for the good of the Service, at the expense of the Service, 
or upon the request of the inspector. 

Our association calls this particular contract proviso to your atten- 
tion as only one indication of why we and other health groups fail 
to have respect for the integrity of the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Members of our association have, over the years, attempted to coop- 
erate with this marketing group in the Department of Agriculture. 
We feel they have a definite place and are perhaps doing a good job 
in their field. 

We definitely desire, however, to put on record that our group is 
unalterably opposed to having any type of food inspection for the pro- 
tection of the health of the consumer and, in particular, poultry in- 
spection, placed in the hands of salesmen-graders in administrative 
positions over the technical and professional personnel as would exist, 
and does exist, in the Poultry Branch of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Within the Department of Agriculture there is another group— 
the Agricultural Research Service—in which is located the Meat 
Inspection Branch. We ask the committee to note the fact that the 
Livestock Branch, which has to do with the grading of and the sales 
promotion of cattle, sheep, hogs, and other ‘animals except poultry, 
is completely separate and independent of the Meat Inspection nee 

The Livestock Branch—which is the sales promotion br 
located in the Agricultural Marketing Service; the Meat finpection 
Branch is located in the Agricultural Research Service. 

This is not the procedure that is followed with regard to the Poul- 
try Inspection Service, which is presently located in the Poultry 
Branch of the Agricultural Marketing Service. This places both 
the administration for the safety of the product as far as consumption 
by the consumer is concerned, and the sales promotion of the product, 
under the same general administrator. 

Our association feels that if the Congress of the United States deems 
it expedient to pass a bill placing poultry inspection in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture instead of a consumer-protective food-inspection 
agency such as the Food and Drug Administration, that, at the mini- 
mun, they should consider the placement, in the Mes at Inspection 
Branch of the Agricultural Research Service. 

We feel that this will overcome the objection of the possibility of 
the duplication of services; that it will at least place the administra- 
tion in the hands of an administrator and administrative group that 
has shown its integrity and its desire to protect the consumer by its 


past history. 
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This is most definitely not true with respect to the Poultry Branch 
of this same Department of Agriculture. 

Our association, therefore, would like to suggest that if a compro- 
mise is necessary to get some form of adequate compulsory interstate 
inspection of poultry, a reality that we are willing to concede, that 
such administration should be placed in the hands of the Meat Inspec- 
tion Branch of the Agricultural Research Service. 

Such administration is provided by Senate bill 3983. We do not feel 
that the Secretary of Agriculture should be given the prerogative of 
determining where such inspection service be placed, for that office has 
been requested by organizations vitally interested in the problem to 
make the transfer to the Meat Inspection Branch prior to this date. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I think we all realize the realities of life within 
the Department of Agriculture. The people who come and represent 
poultry growps are most normally the ones who will come to the De- 
partment of Agriculture rather than the consumer, as such, by groups; 
and when.the pressures are put on by a poultry producing group, by 
groups that actually represent the producers, it is most natural, unless 
the Secretary has the backing up—he may actually want this backing 
up, I don’t know—but unless the Secretary of Agriculture has the 
backing up of a mandate from Congress that he has to put the inspec- 
tion service in the Meat Inspection Branch, he will be under a terrific 
pressure to try not to yield to the poultry people, even though he may 
consider that the Poultry Branch is not the place to do a health- 
protection job. 

I mean, I don’t know what his feeling would be, but we feel he needs 
some sort of protection from these pressures. 

The point has been raised on previous occasions that since this 
was a voluntary program, it cannot be transferred. Our association 
points out that the voluntary dog food inspection program of the 
United States Department of Agriculture is in fact administered by 
the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Research Service 
under the same Agricultural Marketing Act as is the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Service. 

We.should like further to point out that the inspectors of the in- 
spection of dog food are not under the same hazard of being moved 
at the whim of or desire of the packer. In fact, no inspector in the 
Meat Inspection Branch is moved other than at the sole discretion of 
his superior. 

In the previous Senate hearings, one of the members of the De- 
partment of Agriculture stated that with respect to these contracts 
there were two men who had been moved. I understand since then 
they have withdrawn that, but it seems mighty peculiar to me that 
out of the numbers of transfers they made, there were at least 2 
that were moved under these contract provisions, and then afterward 
they went back and I don’t know what they found in their records, 
but they found there were not even 2. 

But our group feels—and we discussed this after that statement 
came out—that the mere fact that this contract is hanging over the 
head of an inspector is something that shouldn’t be hanging there. - 

It is.tantamount to having the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
being requested by some of the gangsters or racketeers that they would 
like to have a certain inspector moved from a certain city, and they 
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will pay his transfer out, because;he is too hard or too tough or he 
is following them too closely. 

Senator CLemMEn'rs. Doctor, you would not expect that to continue 
to exist if the program was changed from a voluntary to a compul- 
sory system, would you? 

Dr. Sussman. We would expect it to continue to exist in the minds 
of the ones who are the administrators of the program if it was com- 
pulsory, if they were the same administrators, because we are only 
human, and we know that the other people are human, also, and if 
their intent is shown by past history to do certain things, favors or 
determinations that may be to the benefit of industry, and to the 
harm and detriment of the consumer, then we cannot believe that 
just because you make it compulsory it will be any better. 

Senator WitiiAMs. Except this difference, Doctor: Under the exist- 
ing law, where it is on a voluntary basis, Congress has not set up any 
provisions to provide the funds to carry out this inspection and 
has left it to the Department to charge the processors in their respec- 
tive areas for the expenses incurred. Therefore, they had no alterna- 
tive except to do just that. 

Under these bills, the sponsors have recognized that point, and 
they have determined the cost of adininistering this service will be 
at the expense of the Government. 

You will always have the possibility under any agency that some- 
one would attempt improper influence. That could happen under 
any agency. 

Dr. Sussman. Senator Williams, both bills definitely correct that 
possibility, but they don’t correct the past history of the comparison 
of the two agencies with respect to the integrity of protecting the 
consumer, because you take the dog food inspection program that I 
refer to—— 

Senator Wiuiams. Well, the bill cannot write integrity into the 
mind of a man and, after all—— 

Dr. Sussman. Definitely not. 

Senator WitxiaMs. It all goes back to the caliber of the men who 
are administering the program and, of course, you can have good men 
or bad men in any department, as we too often have found. 

Dr. Sussman. I don’t want to belabor the point, and I know you 
don’t, but I think there is one thing that should be quite evident, and 
when I refer to salesmen-gri aders—and these were not my words alone; 
these were the association's words—when you are in one phase of the 
business and I am in another phase of the business, there is most 
definitely a feeling on my part that I was primarily there to protect 
the consumer if I am a veterinarian inspecting the thing, whereas 
if I am a person who is trying to make promotion of the product, 
then my problem is primarily to ‘sell the product and, therefore, I think 
that there is a definite feeling that the Congress should have as to 
where it should be. 

Otherwise, if what you are saying is true, then we actually should 
take and could take and put it in the Food and Drug Administration 
and feel that they would be just as well taken care of from the stand- 
point of promotion of the product as they would in the agent 
of Agriculture, and that certainly is not the feeling that I get. 

Senator Wiii1aMs. I am not saying that. I am merely pointing out 
that you cannot write the integrity of an agency in a bill, and it was 
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my understanding you were in agreement with the fact that the 
Congress is now proposing to underwrite this inspection service at 
the cost of the Government rather than at the cost of the processor. 
That will eliminate, to a great extent, the possibility of repetition of 
those unfortunate instances which have happened in the past. I agree 
with you that it should be paid at the expense of the Gov ernment. 

Now, whether that will eliminate it entirely or whether one agency 
can do'the job better is a matter of opinion, but I do think that the 
underwriting of the cost of the inspection service by the Government 
will be a major step in the right direction. 

Dr. Sussman. Definitely, I agree with you on that, and I would just 
like to close my remarks on this point by saying that the same problem 
of budget, and no funds av ailability, existed in dog food, which humans 
do not consume, and yet there was never any provision made in the 
Meat Inspection Branch which handled the dog food thing, to allow 
any packer to suggest, at other than the sole discretion of that agency, 
that they would pay for the movement. 

They paid for it out of a general fund that all dog food processors 
paid. “We just cannot see, when you read that contract 

Senator WituiaMs. I am not defending the transfers, don’t mis- 
understand me on that. 

Dr. SussMan. I realize that. 

Senator Wiit1.ms. I just point out that we hope that the bill will 
prevent that possibility from recurring. 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Senator CiemMEnts. Let me tell you that as one member of this 
subcommittee, I would be greatly disappointed if we have any Jegisla- 
tion for compulsory inspection service which does not take into con- 
sideration the need for eliminating the type of situation you mention 
here with reference to removals when Ny, is a contract existing 
between the Government and the processor. 

If we have a compulsory system which permits that, our legislation 
will have some flaws in it which certainly would be eliminated ‘quickly, 
in my judgment. 

Senator Wintuiams. That was the point I was trying to emphasize— 
that it is the intent of the committee to correct the situation which 
you have under either of the bills which are proposed. There may 
be a difference of opinion as to which division can handle the inspec- 
tion more appropriately, but nevertheless this practice would be cor- 
rected by putting the cost of inspection on the Government. Other- 
wise, you would provide for its possible recurrence under any agency, 
even the Food and Drug Administration. 

Senator Ciements. I think it is important you brought it out, and 
brought it out in the detail that you have. 

Senator Wiiu1AMs. That is right. 

Senator CLements. Go ahead, Doctor. 

Dr. Sussman. This next paragraph may be superfluous, but just 
to keep the record straight. 

Referring back to the contract previously called to your attention, 
it is explicit that movements of inspectors may be made other than 
at the sole discretion of the employing agency, the Poultry Branch. 
There can be no doubt that the integrity “of the inspection staff and 
the administrative group should not be any less for the protection of 
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poultry than for dog food in the United States. This is not presently 
true. 

This association believes that Senate 3983, as introduced by Senator 
Murray, is an acceptable compromise bill. We feel that the provi- 
sions of S. 3983 overcome the legitimate objections of those individuals 
actually interested in obtaining a satisfactory, workable, and accept- 
able compulsory poultry inspection bill. 

This bill will not be acceptable to those groups who are intent on 
deceiving the public and obtaining for themselves a “cover” to which 
they may point and indicate, “See, we now have a compulsory poultry 
inspection bill.” 

Our association feels that the werk done by Senator Murray and 

his group in the recent report entitled “Compulsory Inspection of 
Poultry,” Document No. 129 of the 84th Congress, 2d session, has 
served to crystallize the feelings of public-health authorities and to 
point out the essential differences of the officials who are looked to 
by the public as those protecting the welfare, as opposed to other 
groups whose main interest is in the selling of a product. 

Our association offers as one correction to S. 3983 the following— 
this is the corrected definition we offer : 

(1) The term “inspector” means an employee of the Meat Inspection Branch 
who is duly authorized to inspect live poultry er peultry products and perform 
other official duties relating to the carrying out of the provisions of this chapter. 

As the definition reads in the bill at present, it would allow for the 
Secretary to appoint State, local, or even company-paid employees : 

(1) The term “inspeetor’”’ means any person authorized by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to inspect poultry and poultry produets under the authority of this 
act. 

Our group feels only employees that meet the standards as defined 
by Gen. Wayne O. Kester, president-elect of the American Veterinary 
Medical Association, should apply. I quote: 

An inspection agency, to be acceptable, must comply with four cardinal pre- 
requisites for an adequate inspection system. 

First, the inspectors must be competent and qualified. 

I would like to qualify this statement, if I may, at this point. This 
morning I heard someone, I believe it was a Congressman, read a letter 
in which he indicated that we didn’t need veterinarians, and that, of 
course, in line with Senator Williams’ statement, there are always dif- 
ferences of opinion. 

But I do not believe that perhaps we could extend that to the fact 
that maybe we don’t need physicians and maybe we don’t need Con- 
gressmen or anyape, because actually anyone can do anything as wel! 
as the other. I don’t believe that any Member of Congress believes 
that type of statement, and I don’t really think that the poultrymen 
who have said it really believe it. Because he has undoubtedly used 
vaccines and has used biologicals and has had help from veterinarians, 
so that he probably re alizes that he does have to have a veterinarian 
to tell him what a disease is, and what should be done about it. 

By the same token, an inspector to be properly qualified would have 
to know what.he is looking at. You just cannot have one trained in 
5 minutes or 3 minutes, or even in a year, and have him do the job 
of pathological determination. 
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One question was raised by this witness, and he said when a bird is 
going by per second, a bird per second; and that really is not the 
rate at which they go by. And our group feels that one of the things 
which the Agricultural Marketing Service has been doing has been 
attempting to speed up the line in order to allow for better produc- 
tion and more money for the processor. They have actually been hav- 
ing the birds go past slightly faster. 

They have got them up to 24 a minute, and we honestly believe 
that some inspectors can do that, but we don’t believe most of them 
can, and we feel that there shouldn’t be that pressure of a man stand- 
ing behind a veterinarian, a doctor, and determining whether he is 
going fast enough or not. 

These are some of the things, when you are talking about a human 
stomach and human health, we don’t feel the speedup should apply. 
We feel it is in the wrong agency. They are in the agency to get pro- 
duction, and not in the agency to keep health. 

These are just a group of things we have been thinking about. 

Senator CLEMENTS. Of course, this committee is interested in both 
of them. 

Dr. Sussman. Yes. 

Senator CLemeEnts. They are interested in production—— 

Dr. Sussman. Definitely. 

Senator CLEMENTs (continuing). And they are also interested in 
Lhe protection of the consumer. 

Did I understand you to mean, Doctor, that nobody should be con- 
nected with the Poultry Inspection Service who is not a veterinarian / 

Dr. Sussman. No,sir. | Reading: | 

Second, they must have tenure of office, so that no one may put pressure on 
them in connection with their duties. 

Third, the inspectors’ agency or supervisors must be responsible and account- 
able to the consumer. 

Fourth, the inspector must have no financial interest or connection with anyone 
in the organization being inspected. 

In that connection again, one of the other reasons we feel the agency 
is the wrong agency, they have in the past, without adequate investi- 
gation, licensed owners of concerns, partners, there have been convic- 
tions of men who carry cards which are making them the sanitarians 
ina plant which is licensed by the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, and we think on that type of an agency, it is the wrong group. 
They just have the wrong concept. 

‘And in one particular case, in New Jersey, this matter was called 
to the attention of one of the local inspectors for the Department of 
Agriculture; and 2 years later this firm was pulled into Federal court 
and the partner was fined for having allowed diseased poultry to go 
through his plant, with this same card still in his possession. 

And when he was fined, they did a very nice thing. They then ap- 
pee the foreman of the plant as the sanitarian. And we just don’t 
1ave any feeling about that type of thing. You just can’t make sani- 
tarlans overnight. 

Senator Cements. Doctor, is that not the reason why the com- 
mittee has before it now a compulsory inspection bill ? 

Dr. Sussman. I think so. 

Senator Clements. <A bill providing for compulsory inspection. 
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Dr. Sussman. Right. 

With respect to S. 3588, this bill'supposedly provides for compulsory 
inspection of poultry and poultry products. The bill places inspec- 
tion in the Department of Agriculture. 

It does not, however, spec ify that it is to be administered by the Red 
Meat Inspection Branch in order to avoid duplication and to make use 
of the know-how of this inspection service presently in the Depart- 
ment. 

I would like to comment that previously there were a number of peo- 
ple that suggested one reason why the inspection should not be in the 
Department of Health, Edue ation, and Welfare was to avoid dupli- 

cation. 

Yet everyone seems to shy away from the fact that in order to ac- 
tually avoid duplication, you would have to, in fact, combine it with 
the Red Meat Inspection Branch, which they shy away from. 

This bill throughout its entire text refers constantly to commerce, 
to aid in the salt of poultry products, and with so little reference to 
actual inspection for wholesomeness that the only logical place for its 
udministration appears to be within the Poultry Branch. 

We should like to call to your attention section 4 on page 3, wherein 
the Secretary of Agriculture may determine when poultry produced 
within a State, shipped to a city within a State, may be forced into 
the Federal system of inspection simply because the Secretary of Agri- 
culture determines that such products are consumed in a volume so as 
to affect, burden, or obstruct the movement of inspected poultry prod- 
ucts In commerce 

This means that once such c ity has been designated, no poultry may 
enter that city or area unless it meets the Federal system. 

We certainly, from the New Jersey health officer's standpoint, dis- 
agree with the fact that within, as for example, in the State of New 
Jersey, poultry produced in Vineland by a New Jersey resident and 
shipped up to Newark to be eaten by a New Jersey resident, should in 
any way be handled or contacted by the Federal Government. 

We think in that case, then the Federal Government would just have 
to come in and take over the local health autority’s jurisdiction, because 
certainly the only thing that is needed from the Federal Government 
is to protect the borders of the States, and there is no need for them 
delving into and getting personal in our own local situation. 

Senator WituiamMs. You described an incident a few minutes ago, 
though, Doctor, about a plant in New Jersey which was putting out 
an inferior product. Did I understand you would continue to allow 
that plant to operate / 

Dr. SussMAn, No. 

Senator Wittiams. And you do not want that plant to be put under 
compulsory inspection ¢ 

Dr. Sussman. That plant was under inspection. I mean, you real- 
ize that it was under inspection. 

Senator WituiamMs. Then why the complaint? You do not want us 
to do anything about that type of a plant; is that what I am to under- 
stand ? 

Dr. SussMan. I think later on in the statement. you will understand 
this, if I have made it clear, and I may not. That is, if the Federal 
Government would stop inferior and diseased poultry from coming 
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across a State line—and when I, as a local State official, go to the meat 
packers in New Jersey, and say, “Let's have-a system of red meat 
inspection,” and they tell me, O. K., we will have a system of red 
meat inspection,” if you put the poultry people under a system of 
inspection and I go to the poultry people in New Jersey, then they say, 

“That's fine, we are willing to have the system of inspection here in New 
Jersey, if you will make sure that no poultry comes into New Jersey 
that has not been inspected.” 

Now, I cannot get anything done within a State unless actually the 
shipments that are coming into the State in interstate commerce are 
handled properly by the Federal Government, and that is all that the 
local health authorities are asking for, and that is not what S. 3588 does. 

It does the same thing as has been done in the milk field, and I think 
that isa horrible example. 

Senator WittiaMs. I was just trying to clear up the point. 

Dr. Sussman. This bill provides, not for compulsory inspection, but 
in line with section 5, lines 7 and 8, is permissive when and if the 
Secretary of Agric -ulture determines that there is a need for ante- 
mortem or postmortem inspection. 

In this connection, Senator, yesterday there were some recommenda- 
tions made by the Department of Agriculture. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator CLemMents. Go right ahead with your statement. 

Dr. Sussman. Well, I heard you ask the other people about what 
they thought about it. I think there is one statement that was made 
by the Department of Agriculture with respect to an amendment 
which actually does not amend it. It still leaves the decision as to 
whether there shall be inspection or not 

Senator Ctements. Doctor, we are going to give you the same op- 
portunity as all the other witnesses to comment by written statement 
on any of the suggested amendments. 

Dr. Sussman. Right. 

The bill further provides, under section 10, that if and when the 
records of a company are examined and information is received from 
such records, that such information may not be used in the prosecution 
of the firm in question. 

This, in our estimaton, is a very poor procedure. It would com- 
pletely frustrate any adequate investigations and prosecutions. See- 
tion 13 gives too wide latitude of administrative power to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture in written, statutory form. 

Section 15 (a) is a good section and does allow for the same type of 
exemption as exists in the Red Meat Inspection Act. It is our im- 
pression that this should be an amendment to Senate 3176 and has been 
included in 8. 3983. 

Section 15 (b) permits the Secretary of Agriculture to issue a cer- 
tificate of exemption from this supposedly compulsory poultry inspec- 
tion act any time within 2 years. It does not provide that he must 
terminate such exemption certificates at the end of 2 years. In fact, 
in a distinctly separate paragraph, namely, section 15 (c), it states: 


The Secretary may terminate exemption certificates at any time. 
While this may infer that he may do so at any time prior to the 


2-year period, it is our belief that he may fail to cause such exemption 
to expire and could in fact have the exemption continue indefinitely. 
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In section 18, the Secretary is given exclusive jurisdiction in the 
tield of poultry and poultry products inspection and the products are 
exempted from the provisions of the act of June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 
1040 ch. 675), which is the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

This may mean difficulty in preventing the sale of poultry and poul- 
try products by either Federal Food and Drug authorities or local 
authorities if it has gone bad after the inspection provided. 

Under the question of definitions, section 21, the term “commerce” 
fails to actually include the fact that a designated area or city within 
a State, in accordance with section 3, would also be under the provi- 
sions referring to commerce, namely, poultry, as for example, pro- 
duced in South Jersey, shipped to Newark, a designated city, would 
have tocomply with all requirements of commerce. 

This certainly would take away States rights and local jurisdiction 
of health matters, and would be a terifie burden on locally produced 
poultry sold locally. 

It appears to us that this bill is a really bad one from the stand- 
point of consumers, local health authorities, and local producers of 
poultry. It will vest tremendous power in the Federal agency con- 
cerned, not only over interstate commerce which should properly vest 
with the Federal agency, but also with respect to the intrastate prob- 
lems of both the producer and State and local health authorities. 
[t provides for a wonderful bat to be held over the head of any groups, 
persons, or others who may in any way incur the wrath of the powers 
that be. It will mislead, deceive, and lull the public into a false sense 
of security. 

Senator CLements. Doctor, since I take it that the last page is 
somewhat of a summary, would you not do a little further summarizing 
on it? It will go in the record as it appears there. I thought maybe 
you might give it to us in a little shorter form. 

Dr. Sussman. All right, sir. I would just like to read this one 
paragraph. 

Senator CLements. All right, sir. 

Dr. Sussman. We feel 4 years is a long time to wait for compulsory 
inspection, and in this respect S. 3588, as amended, would actu- 
ally provide for inspection to go in in 1960. We feel that you should 
know that this action of trying to get compulsory inspection has been 
going on for 10 years, and the industry has been aware of it for 10 
years, and that actually you won’t be putting people out of business 
unless, and this is a statement I think should get in, and I don’t want 
it to be hard, but I do want you to understand that health authorities 
sometimes, as in the case of milk, we don’t allow a man to take a can 
of milk and put it on a stove and warm it up and then pour it into 
bottles, and then put a cap on it and say it is pasteurized, because 
the consumers, nor even the milk producer, would want to have that. 

So perhaps it might be considered the wrong thing to point out, 
but our groups feel it necessary to statae that those poultry proces- 
sors with improper sanitary facilities, dirty equipment, bad: handling 
practices, a tendency to purchase diseased birds, must be retrained or 
eliminated from interstate business, and we don’t think it should wait 
4 years to do it. 

In this S. 3983, it was pointed out yesterday that it would go into 
effect in 1957, and there was no reference made to the fact that thete 
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is a possibility in S. 3983 for the Secretary of Agriculture to give 
exemptions where he deemed it expedient for the benefit of the service, 
so. that actually it would not necessarily have to go into effect until 
1959, be@ause of the 2-year exemption. 

Mr. Chairman, if you don’t wish me to read this other stataement, 
I can just turn it in, although I was requested to do so. 

Senator CLiements. Doctor, will you identify the statement, and it 
will appear in the record, 

Dr. Sussman. My statement, he has already. 

(The balance of Dr. Sussman’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATE GROUPS WANT ACTUAL FEDERAL INSPECTION OF INTERSTATE SHIPPED 
POULTRY 


There has recently been much concern shown by the Poultry Branch for cooper- 
ation with State agencies in an attempt to induce support. It should be noted that 
no major health or food and drug group has suggested or desires that a program 
for interstate movement of food be inspected by State agencies. It should not be 
hard to visualize the tremendous pressures that would build up in an exporting 
State to get approval of the State system—one more sensitive, perhaps, to local 
pressures than the Federal system. State health groups and the Food and Drug 
officials have previously testified that they are not in accord with section 18b 
of S. 3588, which allows the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with other 
branches of Government and with State agencies.. This proviso is nice sounding 
but tears down the type of inspection desired. For 50 years the Meat Inspection 
Act has been administered well and soundly without such “cooperation” in the 
act. Many have praised the Meat Inspection Branch and with good reason. 
We have failed to understand why the poultry industry if sincere, the farmers 
group representative, if truly desirous of disease control, can fail to suppert 8. 
3983 or a sinfple amendment of the Meat Inspection Act with proviso that red 
meats and poultry be inspected by the same service and not merely be in the same 
Department... Only by such definite placement can duplication be avoided. To 
continue to subject the public to a deluge of words of indefinite meaning in order 
to delay the eventual compulsory inspection of poultry is a continuing perpetra- 
tion of a fraud on the public. 

We feel 4 years is a long time to wait for compulsory poultry inspection. 
Perhaps it may be considered the wrong thing to point out, but our groups feel 
it necessary to state that those poultry processors with improper sanitary 
facilities, dirty equipment, bad handling practices, tendency to purchase dis- 
eased birds, must be retrained or eliminated from interstate business. Local 
health authorities can then handle their local problem operators. We feel that 
no one today would want to prolong by 4 years the elimination of a disease 
hazard to the consumer; we can comprehend a legitimate delay, but feel the 
committee should know that agitation for adequate legislation has been in the 
offing for better than 10 years. 

I have been authorized to state that the New Jersey Health Officer Association 
and the Veterinary Medical Association of New Jersey concur in the remarks at- 
tributed to the Association of State Public Health Veterinarians. Both of these 
groups feel there is a need for compulory poultry inspection, that there is a 
need for keeping the Federal Government out of intrastate business, and that in 
that connection S. 3588 puts the Federal Government into the most intimate type 
of administrative procedures within a State, and that this bill not only falsely 
misleads the public into thinking that an adequate compulsory system of inspec- 
tion would exist, but, where the administrator might desire to put extra pressures 
on an area, he might conceivably control such areas as designated and make the 
movement of poultry into such an area more difficult and competitively bad for the 
local small poultry processor and packer. They, therefore, feel that this bill 
should be reported unfavorably (S. 3588), if at all, and wish to record their 
approval of Senator Murray’s 8. 3983, with suggested correction of definition of 
inspector, and to ask for the immediate passage of this bill. Public Health and 
Food and Drug officials feel the poultry processor and the poultry producer 
have been placed in a most unfair public relations situation. We feel until such 
date as an adequate bill is enacted into law, the poultry industry will continue 
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to be hazarded by bad public relations possibilities in the continued attempts 
by health officers to justifiably get good legislation enacted on this subject. We 
ask for the passage of S. 3983 with suggested minor amendment. Thank you for 
the opportunity to testify. 


Dr. SussMAN. You don’t want me to read this two-page letter ? 

Senator Ctements. I would suggest that you identify it and we will 
place it in the record, and we will have the opportunity of reviewing 
it. 

Dr. Sussman. This isa letter from the Conference of Public Health 
Veterinarians, and it is addressed to you, and it is written by Dr. Price, 
und the ending statement is: 


Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I repeat that the Conference of Public Health 
Veterinarians is irrevocably opposed to S. 3588, and most seriously commends 
S. 3983 as deserving the complete support of the committee. 


Thank you very much. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
JuNeE 15, 1956. 
Hon. EARLE C, CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Poultry Inspection Legislation, 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have been instructed by the executive committee of the 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians to submit this statement to the 
subcommittee of which you are chairman. I have requested Dr. Oscar Sussman, 
a member of the conference, to read this statement. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians strongly supports Senate bill 
3983, and urges that the committee support and encourage enactment of this 
vitally needed public health measure. The conference does not support 8S. 3588, 
which is essentially a marketing measure, and most urgently recommends against 
its favorable consideration by the committee. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians was founded in 1946 to provide 
leadership for promoting the quality and effectiveness of veterinary public health 
activities conducted by official and nonofficial agencies and organizations. It has 
active members from Federal, State, and local health and agricultural agencies, 
the veterinary disciplines of the uniformed services, national and international 
health organizations, educational institutions, and livestock disease control 
acencies, 

The conference is fn complete accord with the intent of S. 3983. Adequate 
official inspection of poultry has long been recognized by the veterinary pregession 
as being essential if the consuming public is to be assured of wholesome, unadul- 
terated poultry and poultry products. The public health needs for such inspec- 
tion have become increasingly apparent in recent years. S. 3983 would provide 
for such inspection of poultry and poultry products involved in interstate com- 
merce, by the Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural Research Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, an agency which has a 50-year record of effec- 
tive protection of health, consumer, farmer, and industry interests, through 
inspection of red meats and participation in national research and livestock 
disease control activities. 8. 3983 embodies the basic principles which will result 
in comparable effective inspection of poultry, and comparable benefits to all con- 
cerned, including health and consumer protection against diseased or unfit 
poultry in interstate commerce. 

Conversely, S. 3588 is not specific in its requirements. It does not actually 
require either ante mortem or post mortem inspection of poultry, but leaves it to 
the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture as to what inspection, if any, will 
be required in any particular instance. 8S. 3588 would permit exemptions to 
be granted at any time during a 2-year period, but makes no time limit on sach 
exemptions once granted, except that the Secretary may terminate them when 
and if he should so desire. §. 3588 does not state that the inspection of poultry 
would be carried out by the Meat Inspection Branch, but gives the definite im- 
pression that this would be carried out as a marketing service activity, with 
health, consumer, and poultry disease control considerations entirely secondary. 

S. 3588 would give the Secretary of Agriculture sole jurisdiction over all 
poultry and products coming under the scope of the act. This would*take from 
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the Food and Drug Administration its role in assuring protection of the product 

from mishandling, contamination, dec composition, and mislabeling, after the prod- 
uct leaves the processing plant. ‘his is a role which the Food and Drug 
Administration has always carried out, even with respect to red meats and meat 
products which have been inspected by the United States Department of Agri- 
culture. 

A defect in 8. 3588 of equally serious import is the provisions which would 
permit the Secretary of Agriculture to designate cities or areas in which the 
United States Department of Agriculture could assume sole jurisdiction over 
poultry and poultry products involved only in intrastate commerce, thereby 
depriving the States and local jurisdictions of their traditional role and pre- 
rogatives in dealing with health problems where interstate or foreign commerce 
is not concerned. 

ol like manner, with regard to the poultry and poultry products affected, 

. 8588 would take from the United States Public Health Service and State and 
focal health agencies, the traditional role of research, factfinding, advisory 
assistance, and development of the health standards required for adequate pro- 
tection of the health of the people. 

In short, S. 3588 is essentially marketing legislation which would not only 
fail to provide the further health and consumer measures now needed, but would 
take away the protection which now exists through established Federal, State, 
and local public health programs. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I repeat that the Conference of Public Health Veteri- 
narians is irrevocably opposed to S. 3588, and most seriously commends 8S. 3983 
as deserving the complete support of the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FE. R. Price, D. V. M., 
Chairman, Committee on Legislation, 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 

Senator CLements. Any questions? 

Senator Witu1AMs. No questions. 

Doctor, you understand you may file a supplementary written 
statement on this. 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciements. Doctor, you heard the statement made with 
reference to the committee print which would be out, and we hope 
you will examine it, and we hope you will advise us by written state- 
meint of any of the objections that you have raised which may be met 
by any of the amendments, and also any objections you wish to ex- 
press with referénce to any of them that are in the bill. 

Dr. Sussman. May I ask a question? Is this committee print a 
definite indication that Senate 3983 will not be considered ? 

Senator Ciements. It is not. 

Dr. Sussman. I thank you. 

Senator CLrements. The Department has had a great amount of 
experience in this field. It took that bill and they ‘analyzed it, and 


they offered the benefit of the best judgment of the minds that had 
been studying it in the Department; and we felt that it justified the 
committee in “oetting that into one bill form, just as an advisory mat- 
ter, so we might be advised by it, and that it would be in form where 
those who were interested in the promulgating of a sound compul- 
sory inspection system would have an opportunity to see‘it and to 
analyze it, and then to express to the committee their views with 
reference to it. 

Senator Witniams. Since there were so many proposed changes 
and amendments, we thought it would be easier for you and others in- 
industry to examine it and give us your recommendations based upon 
the printed form of a bill, rather than your having to read the sug- 


r 
gestions from the hearings and matching them to a bill. 
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Senator Crements. It will just simplify the people’s analyzing of 
the viewpoint of the Department. 

Dr. Sussman. I think 3588 needed a lot of revision, but 3983 did not. 

Senator Ciements. I can say to you, the Department recognized 
that, because I never heard so many amendments suggested to one 
bill since I have been a member of this committee. 5 

The next witness is Mr. Aaron H. Haskin, health officer of New- 
ark, N. J. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator CLEMENTs. You may proceed, Dr. Haskin. 


STATEMENT OF DR. AARON H. HASKIN, CITY HEALTH OFFICER, 
NEWARK, N. J. 


Dr. Haskin. Prior to 1950, much of the poultry entering into the 
city of Newark was offered for sale as New York dressed—undrawn, 
head and feet on—and live poultry. This was the marketing habit 
for many years. 

At this time, that is, 1950, the eviscerated, ready-to-cook poultry 
began to show in volume in the Newark marketing area. Reports 
from meat inspectors under my direction, showed that some of this 
poultry was not being correctly processed, properly handled, and not 
always in a state of wholesomeness or fitness for food. As the Newark 
marketing area services not only this city, but all of the surrounding 
area within a 25-mile radius, over 5 million consumers are served from 
this area. 

Realizing that eviscerated poultry was increasing in volume, we de- 
cided that a strict patrolling and inspection of these products would be 
necessary. 

My first move was to promulgate and have passed city ordinances 
relating to sanitary environment, processing procedures, and inspec- 
tional services at all poultry proces-':g plants sending in and offering 
their products for sale within the cit;, of Newark, N. J. 

These ordinances were finally. adopted:and passed, and in the latter 
part of 1954 the present program was launched. The following situa- 
tions have been revealed : 

Since that time a total of over a quarter of a million pounds of this 
poultry has been condemned for unfitness for food and many other 
shipments have been rejected because of careless and sloppy proces- 
sing procedures. 

Some of the common conditions observed were bile sacs on the 
livers—crops cut but not fully removed, undigested food particles 
contaminating products—lining not completely’ removed from giz- 
zards—lungs left im body cavity—parts of trachea left on products— 
pericardical sacs not removed—testicles left in body cavity—oil sacs 
not cut or, partially cut out—vents left on some of the chickens, fecal 
matter contaminating products—poultry not completely and cleanly 
defeathered and pinned in all instances—evidence of poultry dis- 
eases on some of the carcasses proving lack of inspection at the source 
of slaughter. 

With these flagrant violations present on the products shipped into 
Newark, N. J., we began to wonder as to the condition of the places 
where this poultry was being processed. 
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About this time most of the larger food chains were no longer offer- 
ing New York dressed poultry, but were selling eviscer ated, ready- 
to-cook poultry exclusively, thereby increasing the volume of sales in 
this area by hundreds of tons. 

Some meat inspectors were then sent out to the three major poultry 
produci ing areas—New England States, New York, Pennsylvania and 
the Eastern Shore, w hich comprises Delaware, Maryland, and Vir- 
ginia—which were at that time shipping much of their products into 
the city of Newark. 

Of a total of 15 plants visited, only 2 were found to be free from 
pertinent violations of the Newark ordinances. Some of the condi- 
tions observed at these plants were as follows: 

No evidence of qualified ante mortem or post mortem inspection of 
poultry. 

Poultry not chilled for proper length of time before shipment; in- 
ternal temperature taken at some establishments were as high as 60° 
“ahrenheit. 

No hot water or live steam available. 

Hoods over moving chain throughout line containing much rust 
flakes, dirt, and dust. 

Ceilings and walls throughout plants containing peeling paint and 
condensate over product. 

Sparrows and other small birds observed nesting in plants and 
tiying over some of the operations. 

Broken window panes present. 

Hood over scalding tank rusty and dirty. 

No screens present on any doors or windows throughout the plant. 

Overhead pipes, beams, ceiling, and upper sidew: alls covered with 
dust, dirt, and cobwebs. 

Broken window panes present. 

Plant doors left open, not self-closing. 

No hot water or live steam available to wash and clean equipment. 

Holding station for live poultry, floors and ceiling accumulation of 
dirt, trash, and unused equipment. 

Feed troughs and chicken batteries rusty, corroded, and very dirty. 

Conveyor belt very dirty and large accumulation of dust. 

Secondhand containers used to pack poultry parts. 

Wooden crates assembled in unclean room. 

In the light of these findings, I could take no other action but to 
exclude these establishments from offering their products for sale 
within the city of Newark, N. J. 

While this tour of inspections was very revealing, it was a very ex- 
pensive program for the city of Newark, N. J., to maintain. During 
this year we had another ordinance passed which created a poultry 
inspection fund whereby the processor shipping into the Newark mar- 
keting area would place on deposit a sum of money which would be 
held in his name and the cost of travel, meals, and lodgings deducted 
from this sum, to cover expenses of inspectors. 

Many of the above-mentioned poultry processing plants which 
were excluded from sale, and wishing to retain the Newark marketing 
area, very promptly and efficiently corrected the violations observed by 
meat inspectors under my direction. This proved conclusively to us 
that competent inspection and strict adherence to the terms of the ordi- 
nances would insure the consumers in our marketing area clean, whole- 
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some poultry and poultry products free from contamination and dis- 
ease. 

All of these plants visited bore the inspection legend of a State, city, 
or USDA inspectional service. This included. the USD: \ type of in- 
spection which is for sanitation and given to plants processing undrawn 

poultry, and the legend of inspec tion for wholesomeness which is per- 
Yorn at plants that are eviscerating and producing ready-to-cook 
poultry. 

As recent as last month, a poultry processing plant in the State of 
Virginia, which operates under USDA inspection for wholesomeness. 
shipped into the city of Newark poultry which was in violation of our 
ordinance. The product was unclean and testicles were observed left 
in the body cavities of many of the chickens. 

These conditions, when found, were under the inspection of the 
United States Department of Agric ulture, Poultry Inspection Branch. 

Our experiences with the Red Meat Inspection Service of the De- 
partment of Agriculture has been just the opposite. We have found 
that they have always been very quick to correct and follow up viola- 
tions which were pointed out to them or which they found in their 
own inspection service. 

This has also been found to be so over the years in our relationships 
with the Red Meat Service. 

In my opinion, they have the know-how and the competent per- 
sonnel to properly handle poultry inspection. 

Senator CLemEents. Your recommendation is that any compulsory 
system be under the Meat Inspection Branch ? 

Mr. Hasxry. That is correct. 

Senator CLements. Any questions? 

Senator WituiaMs. No questions. 

Senator CLemMents. I want to compliment you on your statement, 
and the rapidity with which you gave it to us. 

Mr. Haskin. I recognize the limitation of time. 

Senator CLements. That is correct. 

Senator Witi1ams. And we also ask you, as well as others, if you 
wish to comment further on some of the proposals or amendments 
which have been submitted to the committee, we would be glad to 
have your supplementary remarks. 

Mr. Haskin. If I can get a copy of that print. 

Senator CLements. We hope to get it for you. 

Senator Wi1AMs. It will be available at the desk later today. 

Senator Ciements. We certainly hope to get it later in the day, 
and that applies to the other witnesses. 

The next witness is Dr. Dan Schlosser, Association of Food and 
Drug Officials of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF DR. DANIEL B. SCHLOSSER, CHAIRMAN, MEAT AND 
POULTRY COMMITTEE, ASSOCIATION OF FOOD AND DRUG OFFI- 
CIALS OF THE UNITED STATES, INDIANAPOLIS, IND. 


Dr. Scutosser. Pardon me for the dark glasses. I was playing 


with the children, and I broke my others. 
Senator Crements. That is perfectly all right. No one has to 
explain why they have to use them. 
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Go right ahead. 

Dr. Scuiosser. I will summarize this. 

The Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States 
is made up of the State officials, local officials, that have to do with 
the enforcement of the food and drug laws of their respective States. 

The jurisdiction in 23 of these States is under the boards of health 
or the departments of health. In 21 of the States it is under the De- 
partment of Agriculture. In the other 3 States, 1 is the university, and 

I don’t remember which the other 2 are under. 

At the May meeting, the 60th annual meeting of the association, 
or the 50th anniversary of the Food and Drug Act and the Meat In- 
spection Act, which was held May 7, 1956, at New York, the asso- 
ciation passed two resolutions. I will read those resolutions: 


Whereas there are now under consideration in the Congress of the United 
States a number of bills which would make mandatory the continuous inspec- 
tion for wholesomeness of poultry and poultry food products: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this association be on record as favoring the broad principle 
of mandatory inspection and in support of the following principles for guidance 
of the Congress in formulating this legislation: 

1. That the general approach of the Murray bill be followed, rather than the 
approach represented by the Aiken bill. 

That the inspection service be placed in a governmental agency having a 
traditionally consumer protective purpose; namely, the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration or the Meat Inspection Branch of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

That any exemption from compliance with the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act be limited to the extent of applicability of the continuous inspec- 
tion law as enacted; and that there be no exemption from compliance with 
applicable State and municipal food laws. 


The other resolution adopted at the same meeting was: 


Whereas diseased poultry can be eliminated during slaughter and processing 
operations only by adequate ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection proce- 
dures; and 

Whereas if these procedures are not followed during slaughter, dressing, 
and evisceration, the evidence of disease will be largely removed by the eviscerat- 
ing process and making its subsequent detection by control officials impossible, 
and thereby depriving the consumer of adequate protection; and 

Whereas the holding or shipment of uneviscerated dressed poultry to facilitate 
later evaluation for disease is repugnant and inconsistent with modern-day sani- 
tation concepts: Therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That this association go on record as favoring legislation making 
mandatory such ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection as is necessary to 
insure é@limination of diseased poultry moving in interstate commerce and 
further requiring the immediate evisceration after slaughter of all such poultry 
and that the Secretary forward this resolution to the appropriate congressional 
committee. 


The Murray bill, as referred to in the first resolution, was Senate 
bill 3176. At that time S. 3983 had not been introduced, so you 
can see that the association at its meeting, at which approximately 
300 members were present at this business meeting, went on record 
at that time that the mandatory inspection of poultry be placed either 
in the Food and Drug Administration or the Meat Inspection Branch. 

Senator CLements. Any questions! 

Senator Wimx1ams. No questions. 

We apologize to you, along with the others, for the need for asking 
that these statements be condensed; and the committee would ap- 
preciate any supplementary statements that you wish to offer in line 
with the amendments that have been suggested. 
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Dr. Scuiosser. We will get a copy of that, and we will submit 
that, Senator. 

Senator Wititiams. We would like to have the benefit of your 
advice or opinions that you and others can give. 

Dr. Scuosser. The first page of this statement goes more into 
detail. 

Senator Wiutu1ams. We certainly shall examine it. 

Senator CLements. ‘Thank you very much, Doctor. 

(Dr. Schlosser’s prepared statement is as follows:) 


My name is Daniel B. Schlosser. I am a doctor of veterinary medicine and 
am presently employed by the Indiana State Board of Health as chief of the 
meat and poultry section, division of food and drugs. I have been employed 
by the State of Indiana for 9 years—2 years as veterinary inspectcr and 7 
years in my present position. . 

I am also chairman of the meat and poultry committee of the Association of 
Food and Drug Officials of the United States and am appearing before this 
committee as the official representative of that organization. The Association of 
Food and Drug Officials of the United States is a national organizatioen..cen- 
sisting of local, State and Federal food, drug, and feed regulatory officials 
charged with the responsibility of administering food, drug, and feed laws within 
their respective jurisdictions. At the State level, approximately half of these 
officials operate under the jurisdiction of State health departments and the 
balance are under the jurisdiction of State departments of agriculture or other 
State agencies. In some cases, State pharmacy boards administer laws regulat- 
ing drugs and cosmetics. 

The principal responsibility of these State and local agencies is that of protect- 
ing the health and welfare of the consuming public within their respective 
jurisdictions by preventing the manufacture, distribution, or sale of adulterated 
or mislabeled foods, drugs, and cosmetics. This includes, of course, poultry and 
poultry products. As a result of the vast increase in the interstate distribution 
of poultry and poultry products during recent years, it is becoming more and 
more difficult for these agencies to assure the consumers of these products that 
the poultry cffered is derived from healthy birds and was slaughtered and 
processed under acceptable sanitary conditions. 

The association feels, therefore, Federal legislation that would require the 
compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products as a precedent to their 
introduction into interstate commerce and that would prohibit the movement 
in interstate commerce of diseased, unwholesome, or otherwise adulterated 
poultry would materially assist the members in the enforcement of their respec- 
tive State and local laws and ordinances. 

The members of the association feel that the principal problem in this field is 
essentially of a public health nature since the consumption of diseased poultry 
is not only repugnant but may result in the transmission of disease to the 
consumer. They believe that any Federal legislation seeking to control this 
problem should be administered by a consumer protective agency. This feeling 
is embodied in two resolutions formally adopted on May 7, 1956, by the members 
of the association at its annual meeting in New York. The resolutions read 
as follows: 


(See p. 97 for the resolutions referred to above. ) 


The Murray bill referred to in the first resolution is 8S. 3176 and the Aiken 
bill is S. 3588. Since that time, Senator Murray has introduced 8. 3983 which 
proposes that poultry inspection be administered by the Department of Agri- 
culture as a part of its Meat Inspection Branch by creating within that branch 
a Poultry Inspection section. 

I have been instructed by the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the 
United States to convey to the members of this committee the association's 
support of S. 3983 as it meets the criteria which we feel to be important for 
the protection of the health and welfare of the consuming public in this field. 
We strongly urge the committee to consider favorably the enactment of Senate 
bill 3983. 
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Senator Crements. The next witness is Mr. Shirley W. Barker, 
director, poultry department, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen of North America. 

Come around, Mr. Barker. 


STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY W. BARKER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DE- 
PARTMENT, AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER 
WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA (AFL-CIO), CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Barker. If the chairman will be patient with me, I will try 
to summarize my statement and limit it as much as I can—parts of 
it should be read. I should like to introduce the rest in the record. 

Senator Ciements. You may proceed. 

Mr. Barker. My name is Shirley W. Barker. I am director of 
the poultry department of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, AF L-C1O, a labor union with 
315,000 members and more than 500 locals in the 48 States, Alaska, 
and Canada. 

I am grateful for this opportunity to express the views of our 
organization on mandatory poultry inspection. This topic of legis- 
lation has been of the deepest concern to us for more than 3 years. 
We consider mandatory inspection of poultry for sanitation and 
wholesomeness to be one of the greatest health needs of the American 
people today. 

The AMCBW has more than 30,000 members working in the poul- 
try processing industry throughout the Nation. As a result, we have 
firsthand knowledge of the problems confronting the poultry con- 
sumer, the poultry \ worker and the poultry industry. 

That know ledge convinces us that immediate steps must be taken, 
for the safety of all groups, to stop the flow of filthy, adulterated, 
and diseased poultry through processing plants to market. 

Today, the consumer is endangered by unfit poultry which he may 
unwittingly buy. The seriousness of this hazard is demonstrated by 
official data of the United States Public Health Service which holds 
poultry and poultry products responsible for an average of one-third 
of the food-poisoning cases reported each year. 

The poultry worker in many plants is the prey of rashes, infections, 
severe ilIness, and death as a result of insanitary plant conditions and 
the processing of diseased poultry. 

Only 3 months ago, the Portland, Oreg., area was in the throes of 
a severe psittacosis, or parrot fever, epidemic caused by turkeys. ‘Two 
persons died and 62 became extremely ill. Many of these men and 
women were members of the AMCBW who work in poultry plants. 

The entire poultry industry suffers because of the lack of regulatory 
standards of sanitation and wholesomeness. The abuses in both 
product wholesomeness and plant sanitation do serious harm to those 
plant owners who maintain high standards. All processors are given 
« bad name and consumer confidence in their product suffers. 

The poultry farmer also is harmed by the unhindered flow of dis- 
eased and contaminated poultry. As one farm organization testified 
before a Senate committee, the farmer is often blamed by the consumer 
for deficiency in a food product even after it has been processed. He 
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also suffers economically, for he depends on the continued consumer 
confidence to secure the increase in poultry markets, which he so 
desperately needs. 

Clearly, something must be done. The consumer must be protected 
against diseased and filthy poultry coming from rodent-infested, 
refuse-littered plants. The worker, laboring in an already hazardous 
industry, must be safeguarded against illness and death from pouitry 
ciseases. 

The honest, scrupulous processor must be protected against paying 
for the sins of shoddy operators. And the farmer must be safe- 
guarded against loss of income. 

We recall the history of health legislation in another of our union’s 
industries, meat packing, and we find a similar situation. The prob- 
lems posed by parts of the poultry industry today existed in the meat 
industry 50 years ago. 

But mandatory inspection has virtually wiped out the health dan- 
gers, and has proved a magnificent boon to the public, the packing- 
house worker, packinghouse management, and the farmer. 

Congress—and, at the moment, specifically this subecommittee—can 
meet the problem. You have the power to stop the health hazards and 
economic dangers. 

A cure is available in the form of enactment of a mandatory poultry 
inspection law—an act that will provide adequate and effective inspec- 
tion for wholesomeness (including antemortem and postmortem in- 
spection), plant and facilities sanitation and sanitary processing 
practices. 

Early this year, such a measure was introduced in the Senate by 
Senator James Murray. That is S. 3176. The AMCBW, which for 
3 years has campaigned for poultry inspection and sanitation legisla- 
tion, has strongly supported that measure. 

We believed then, and we believe today, that S. 3176 offers the 
maximum protection to consumers and poultry workers. It provides 
for effective inspection for wholesomeness and sanitation. It places 
the responsibility for this work in a truly consumer-protective and 
health-oriented agency—the Food and Drug Administration—which 
is part of a Department that has no conflicting functions—the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Hearings were held last month on this measure. At that time I 
presented a 60-page statement which treats the topic of mandatory 
poultry inspection in a comprehensive, detailed, and thoroughly docu- 
mented fashion. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to give a copy 
of this statement to each member of the committee, and also have it 
placed in the record. 

Senator Ciements. It will be placed in the record at the conclusion 
of Mr. Barker’s statement. 

Mr. Barker. In the document I have given you, on pages 32 
through 49, we discuss the operations of the current voluntary program 
of the Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. The operations of this agency must be scrutinized be- 
cause suggestions have been made that a mandatory inspection pro- 
gram be placed under it. 
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We have found that: 

(1) AMS is a marketing agency whose concern is not with the 
consumer ; 

(2) AMS has proved itself extremely susceptible to. industry 
pressure ; 

(3) AMS’ inspection is sometimes thoroughly unsatisfactory to 
yrotect the consumer, as shown by the seizures made by the Food and 
Dems Administration and State and city health departments of prod- 
ucts processed in its approved plants; 

(4) A definite conflict of interests exists in its grading and sani- 
tation program, and this conflict lowers the protection afforded 
consumers ; 

(5) AMS inspection service and sanitation program are separate 
and sometimes in conflict with each other; and 

(6) Attempts to improve the inspection system on all levels of the 
poultry inspection service have been and are penalized. 

All of these points are supported by direct quotes from pubiications 
and reports from Government agencies, such as the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

As I said at the beginning of the summary of this additional state- 
ment, the AMCBW believes that 8. 3176 will provide the maximum 
protection to consumers and poultry workers. Only last week, our 
19th general convention reiterated this stand. It again endorsed S. 
3176 and its companion bills in the House of Representatives. 

However, we note, Mr. Chairman, that important public health 
groups and consumer organizations now support S. 3983, a new measure 
introduced by Senators James Murray, Pat McNamara, and George 
Bender. Because of the stand taken by the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration against assuming the duties of an inspection and sanitation pro- 
gram, these organizations believe that S. 3983 is now a more realistic 
measure than 8. 3176. 

I must admit, Mr. Chairman, we are reluctant to make the change 
to S. 3983. We still believe that the Food and Drug Administration, 
because its and its Department’s sole interest is health and consumer 
protection, is the best center for a mandatory poultry inspection and 
sanitation program. 

However, we have great confidence in the judgment of the Public 
Health and consumer groups which have appeared before you. If 
they believe S. 3983 will provide a good program for the protection 
of the consumer and poultry worker, we will support the bill. 

We make this change—and again I say, reluctantly—in the hopes 
that this is the measure around which all groups can gather. The 
major complaint of the opposition to S. 3176 has been that the poultry 
program should be placed in the Department of Agriculture. 

S. 3983 does provide for that and satisfies the complaint. We hope, 
therefore, that all groups will accept S. 3983, if not as the best measure, 
then as second-best, as we do, so that a mandatory poultry inspection 
law can be enacted in this session of Congress. 

S. 3983 has four provisions different from S. 3176. Most important, 
it would arm the inspection and sanitation program in the Meat In- 
spection Branch of the Agricultural Research Service. 

The definition of an “inspector” in section 2 of S. 3983 should be 
amended. It names the inspector as “any person authorized by the 
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Secretary of Agricult ure to inspect poultry and poultry products under 
the authority of this act. 

We fear that this wording would permit the continuation of the 
very dangerous practice of the AMS volunt: ry inspection service in 
permitting plant employees to carry out some of the poultry program. 
We respectfully suggest that this definition be amended to make it 
clear that the inspector must be a qualified Government employee. 

Another bill concerning poultry inspection is before this subeom- 
mittee. That is 8S. 3588, by Senator George Aiken. This measure was 
frequently referred to in the poultry bill hearings recently held before 
the subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 

Public health officers, representatives from public health organiza- 
tions and other experts denounced this measure. They testified that 
many loopholes in the measure make it inadequate to safeguard the 
public. 

In view of this judgment made on S. 3588 by men charged with the 
responsibility of safeguarding public health, we believe S. 3588 would 
not meet the dangers posed by filthy and diseased poultry. We accept 
the view of these authorities that the measure would not provide ade- 
quate and effective protec tion for the consumer and poultry worker. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the AMCBW believes a mandatory 
a y inspection bill must have the following provisions: 

Mandatory inspection for wholesomeness—both antemortem and 
postmortem 

. Mandatory plant and facilities sanitation requirements and sani- 
tary processing requirements. 

§. Administration by an agency which has proved its sole concern 
to be health protection and consumer protection. 

4. Cost to be met by the Federal Government through appropria- 
tions. 

We believe S. 3176 best meets these points. However, in the hope 
that our stand will bring about the speedy enactment of a mandatory 
poultry inspection bill during this session of Congress, we shall sup- 
port S. 3983. 

Mr. Chairman, the foregoing statement was written prior to the 
opening of the hearing yesterday. The amendments to S. 3588. sug- 
gested imthe testimony of Hermon I. Miller would alter that’ bill con- 
sider ably. Some of the suggestions made by Mr. Miller, as well as 
some of the original provisions of S. 3588, as explained by Mr. Butz, 
appear to have substantial merit and might well be incorporated in the 
framework of S. 3983. 

But we need time fully to develop our recommendations in this re- 
gard. 

Senator Crements. Mr. Barker, there are two things. 

First, I want to go back to the third item on page 13. You suggest 
the four provisions that should be in the legislation. 

You said there: 

Administration by an agency which has proved its sole concern to be health pro- 
tection and consumer protection. 

Do I get from that, since you express your support of legislation 
which would place this inspection in the Department of Agriculture, 
you mean the Meat Inspection Branch ? 

Mr. Barker. Yes. At this time, that is correct. 
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Now, at the time we developed this thought in connection w ith pre- 
tection of consumer health, we were speaking or we were developing 
our support for S. 3176. 

Senator CLements. I understand that. 

Mr. Barker. In order to permit a compromise, we change our posi- 
tion in this statement to have the poultry program go under the Agri- 
cultural Research Service, and specifically its Federal Meat Inspection 
Branch. 

Senator CLemMents. The next thing I would like to say to you, and 
of course it has been said to all people here, and you made some com- 
ment on it as well: We hope that when we have this reprint of S. 3588 
with the amendments which were suggested by the representatives of 
the Department of Agriculture, that you will give to it the same care- 
ful, painstaking analysis that you gave to this original question in the 
hearings before the House, when you testified before the House com- 
mittee, and in your briefer statement here today. I hope you will do 
that for us as soon as you have the opportunity to go over it. 

Mr. Barker. Mr. Chairman, additionally, leading figures of the 
poultry processing industry are tentatively se heduled to testify before 
this.committee next week. They may make suggestions whic h would 
alter further our view of the legislative picture concerning mandator v 
inspection of poultry, and in order to keep our position up to date 
and be fully informed, we would like to present, as you have suggested, 
a supplementary statement in addition to the evidence we have offered 
here today. 

Senator CLement. Mr. Barker, the committee will be glad to receive 
it, and I hope we might get it as early as is convenient for you to give 
it to the committee. 

Senator Williams? 

Senator WituiaMs. In line with what you have just said, the com- 
mittee will be glad to receive any suggestions you have on the amend- 
ments proposed yesterday; and then if you want to file a second 
supplementary statement after the other phase of the industry has 
testified, we would appreciate having that also. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Barker, in the interests of conserving time, has 
eliminated a good bit of his statement. I am wondering if it should 
not be printed in the record in its entirety so the committee will have 
the benefit of all of the recommendations. 

Senator Ciements. The entire statement will be inserted in the 
record, 

Mr. Barker. In addition, Mr. Chairman, I have here material, 
which I ee in my very brief summary in picking out the high- 
lights, two sets of affidavits which I would like to introduce for the 
record. 

On one, the names are blocked out. In the second one, the names are 
left in for the committee’s convenience in reading. I w ould hope that 
the names will be left out as far as the public record is concerned, but 
in the event the committee would like to verify the documents, the 
names are there for its convenience. 

It is not our desire to crucify people. 

The affidavits have to do with practices that we have found in the 
field. These affidavits are both from growers and people working in 
the plants under the conditions that have been touched upon. 
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Senator CLements. The committee at a later time, and in executive 
session, can make the determination on whether these should go in 
the record or whether they be retained for the committee’s infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Barker. That is all we can ask. 

Senator Clements. And ‘certainly if they go into the record, your 
request with reference to the blocking out of the names will be 
followed. 

Mr. Barker. Thank you kindly, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. 

{ Mr. Barker’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


My name is S. W. Barker. I am the director of the poultry department of 
the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America (AFL— 
CIO), a labor union with 315,000 members and more than 500 locals in the 48 
States, Alaska, and Canada. 

I am grateful for this opportunity to express the views of our organization on 
mandatory poultry inspection. This topic of legislation has been of the deepest 
concern to us for more than 3 years. We consider mandatory inspection of 
poultry for sanitation and wholesomeness to be one of the greatest health needs 
of the American people today. 

The AMCBW has more than 30,000 members working in the poultry processing 
industry throughout the Nation. As a result, we have firsthand knowledge of 
the problems confronting the poultry consumer, the poultry worker, and the 
poultry industry. That knowledge convinces us that immediate steps must be 
taken for the safety of all groups to stop the flow of filthy, adulterated, and 
diseased poultry through processing plants to market. 

Today, the consumer is endangered by unfit poultry which he may unwittingly 
buy. The seriousness of this hazard is demonstrated by official data of the 
United States Public Health Service which holds poultry and poultry products 
responsible for an average of one-third of the food poisoning cases reported each 
year. 

The poultry worker in many plants is the prey of rashes, infections, severe 
illness, and death as a result of insanitary plant conditions and the processing 
of diseased poultry. Only 3 months ago the Portland, Oreg., area was in the 
throes of a severe psittacosis, or parrot fever, epidemic caused by turkeys. Two 
persons died and 62 became extremely ill. Many of these men and women were 
members of the AMCBW, who work in poultry plants. 

The entire poultry industry suffers because of the lack of regulatory standards 
of sanitation and wholesomeness. The abuses in both product wholesomeness 
and plant sanitation do serious harm to those plant owners who maintain high 
standards. All processors are given a bad name and consumer confidence in their 
product suffers. 

The poultry farmer also is harmed by the unhindered flow of diseased and con- 
taminated poultry. As one farm organization testified before a Senate com- 
mittee, the farmer is often blamed by the consumer for deficiency in a food product 
even after it has been processed. He also suffers economically, for he depends 
on the continued consumer confidence to secure the increase in poultry markets, 
which he so desperately needs. 

Clearly something must be done. The consumer must be protected against 
diseased and filthy poultry coming from rodent-infested, refuse-littered plants. 
The worker, laboring in an already hazardous industry, must be safeguarded 
against illness and death from poultry diseases. The honest, scrupulous processor 
must be protected against paying for the sins of shoddy operators. And the 
farmer must be safeguarded against loss of income. 

We recall the history of health legislation in another of our union’s industries, 
meatpacking, and we find a similar situation. The problems posed by parts of 
the poultry industry today existed in the meat industry 50 years ago. Mandatory 
inspection has virtually wiped out the health dangers and has proved a magnifi- 
cent boon to the public, the packinghouse worker, packinghouse management, 
and the farmer. 

Congress—and at the moment specifically this subcommittee—can meet the 
problem. You have the power to stop the health hazards and economic dangers. 

A cure is available in the form of enactment of a mandatory poultry inspection 
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law, an act that will provide adequate and effective inspection for wholesomeness 
(including ante mortem and post mortem inspection), plant and facilities sanita- 
tion and sanitary processing practices. 

jarly this year such a measure was introduced in the Senate by Senator James 
Murray. That is 8. 3176. The AMCBW, which for 3 years has campaigned for 
paultry inspection and sanitation legislation, has strongly supported that 
measure. 

We believed then, and we believe today, that 8. 3176 offers the maximum pro- 
tection to consumers and poultry workers. It provides for effective inspection for 
wholesomeness and sanitation. It places the responsibility for this work in a 
truly consumer-protective and health-oriented agency (the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration), which is part of a Department that has no conflicting functions (the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare). 

Hearings were held last month on this measure. At that time I presented a 
60-page statement which treats the topic of mandatory poultry inspection in a 
comprehensive, detailed, and thoroughly documented fashion. With your per- 
mission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to give a copy of this statement to each 
member of the committee and also have it placed in the record. Even though it 
was. originally presented to another committee, I believe the statement will be 
of use to this committee in its deliberations. I should like to summarize it briefly 
in order to point out some of the very pertinent data it contains. 

On page 1, we begin a study of the scandalous conditions existing in sections 
of the poultry processing industry. We review how diseased and sometimes 
dead birds are processed and sent to market like healthy, live ones; how process- 
ing is done amid filth, such as waste from the birds; how dust, dirt, and fecal 
matter are often insufficiently removed and allewed to contaminate cleaned 
poultry. -We support these statements with quotes from (1) affidavits of poul- 
try workers, (2) a report by the commiitee on poultry inspection and sanitation 
of the conference of State Public Health Veterinarians, and (3) reports of 
the Food and Drug Administration. 

On page 7, we undertake a discussion of the health dangers. Since we are 
not medical experts, we have gathered information from eminent authorities 
in this field. You will find passages from the writings of Dr. W. L. Ingalls 
stating that 26 diseases are transmissible from poultry to man. These diseases 
ure listed on page 8. Further data on the great importance of diseased poultry 
as a danger to consumers is contained here in quotes from other important 
scientists. On page 10 is a list of 8 more diseases which may be carried by 
poultry to infect man. 

On page 10 is also an analysis of United States Publie Health Service statistics 
showing Consumer illness due to poultry. It demonstrates that in the 10-year 
period, 1945—54, between 16.5 and 47.3 percent of reported cases of food poisoning 
were attributed to poultry or poultry products each year. In only 2 of the 10 
vears poultry and poultry products were responsible for less than one-fourth 
of reported cases. In 4 of the 10 years they caused more than 40 percent. 

On pages 11 throuch 12 we present typical examples of food-poisoning cases 
due to poultry. These descriptions come from official United States Public 
Health Service reports. On pages 13 and 14 are statements irom pathologists 
demonstrating that some disease germs are not killed by cooking and that a 
diseased chicken, even though cooked, may still be a danger to the consumer. 

On page 14, we begin a discussion of the industrial health hazards. You 
will find a tabulation of the psittacosis outbreaks in Texas during 1948-54. 

Six epidemics caused a total of 12 deaths and 350 cases of human illness in 
that 1 State during the 7-year period. Psittacosis outbreaks in other’ States 
are listed, including the recent Oregon one. A description of a psittacosis 
patient’s suffering, written by an authority on the disease, is quoted. 

On page 16, begins a review of the current state of poultry inspection. We 
show, through authoritative figures, how the poultry industry has mushroomed 
in the past 15 years until 35 pounds per person are consumed annually. This 
increase in consumption, together with changes in marketing, make inspection 
ibsolutely necessary. The only Federal inspection program available is a 
voluntary service of the Agricultural Marketing Service which is hired and paid 
for by the processor. It covers only 21 percent of the industry. The Food and 
lbrug Administration has neither the funds nor authority to undertake the 
continuous supervision in each plant necessary to protect the consumer. As 
for State programs, no continuous bird-by-bird State inspection program is in 
effect today. 
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The demand for mandatory inspection is covered on pages 23 to 25. We 
quote from the resolutions of four major representative groups concerned with 
poultry, the Conference of State and Territorial Health Officers, the executive 
council of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organi- 
zations, the National Grange, the American Institute for Poultry Industries, 
and the Hoover Commission Task Foree for Medical Services. All asked Con- 
gress to enact mandatory poultry inspection legislation. 

On page 26, we begin a detailed discussion concerning the type of inspection 
and sanitation legislation we consider necessary. First of all we believe ante 
mortem, as well as post mortem, inspection to be absolutely vital We quote 
public health and medical authorities on pages 27 and 28 that many poultry 
diseases, especially respiratory ones, are easily detected before slaughter, but 
are difficult to find after slaughter. These authorities, including the Commis- 
sioner of Food and Drug Administration, conclude that ante mortem inspection 
is essential to protect the consumer. 

Secondly, we believe an inspection bill must provide for the formulation of 
plant sanitation and sanitary processing regulations. This is to safeguard 
against the contamination and adulteration of poultry during processing. Health 
authorities are quoted on the dangers of insanitary practices and on the basic 
sanitation needs which must be met. 

On pages 32 through 49, we discuss the operations of the current yoluntary 
program of the Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. The operations of this agency must be scrutinized “because sug- 
gestions have been made that a mandatory inspection program be placed under it. 

We have found that: (1) AMS is a marketing agency whose concern is not with 
the consumer, (2) AMS has proved itself extremely susceptible to industry pres- 
sure, (3) AMS’ inspection is sometimes thoroughly unsatisfactory to protect the 
consumer, as shown by the seizures made by the Food and Drug Administration 
and State and city health departments of products processed in its approved 
plants, (4) a definite conflict of interests exists in its grading and sanitation 
program and this conflict lowers the protection afforded consumers, (5) AMS 
inspection service and sanitation program are separate and sometimes in conflict 
with each other, and (6) attempts to improve the inspection system on all levels 
of the Poultry Inspection Service have been and are penalized. Al) of these points 
are supported by direct quotes from publications and reports from Government 
agencies, such as the Bureau of the Budget. This evidence leads us to believe 
that the Agricultural Marketing Service cannot be considered a proper home 
for a mandatory poultry inspection and sanitation program. 

On pages 49 through 52 we discuss the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricul- 
tural Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture, as the possible 
agency for a poultry program. Although we believe that Branch has done a 
good job on red-meat inspection, it is our view that it would be more proper for 
the Food and Drug Administration to undertake the poultry work. Our reasons 
for this stand are stated on pages 52-54 in a consideration of FDA, 

On pages 54 and 55 we state that a poultry inspection and sanitation program 
should be paid for by the Federal Government out of appropriations. This means 
of meeting costs would prevent the small processor from being driven out of 
interstate commerce. 

On pages 55 through 60, we discuss, in detail, the benefits an effective and 
adequate mandatory inspection and sanitation law will bring to consumers, 
poultry workers, the poultry processing industry, and poultry farmers. 

As I said before beginning a summary of this additional statement, the 
AMCBW believes that 8S. 3176 will provide the maximum protection te consumers 
and poultry workers. Only last week, our 19th general convention reiterated 
this stand. It again endorsed 8. 3176 and its companion bills in the House of 
Representatives. 

However, we note, Mr. Chairman, that important public health groups and 
consumer organizations now support 8. 3983, a new measure introduced by Sen- 
ators James Murray, Pat McCarran, and George Bender. Because of the stand 
taken by the Food and Drug Administration against assuming the duties of an 
inspection and sanitation program, these organizations believe that S. 3983 is 
now a more realistic measure than 8. 3176. 

I must admit, Mr. Chairman, we are reluctant to make the change to 8S. 3983. 
We still believe that the Food and Drug Administration, because it and its 
Department's sole interest is health and consumer protection, is the best center 
for a mandatory poultry inspection and sanitation program. We believe the pro- 
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visions of S. 3983 are only second best. However, we have great confidence in 
the judgment of the public health and consumer groups which have appeared 
before you. If they believe 8S. 3983 will provide a good program for the protection 
of the consumer and poultry worker, we will support the bill. 

We make this change—and again I say, reluctantly—in the hopes that this 
is the measure around which all groups can gather. The major complaint of 
the opposition to S. 3176 has been that the poultry program should be placed 
in the Department of Agriculture. S. 3983 does provides for that and satisfies 
the complaint. We hope, therefore, that all groups will accept S. 3983, if not 
as the best measure, then as second-best, as we do, so that a mandatory poultry- 
inspection law can be enacted in this session of Congress. 

S. 3983 has four provisions different from 8S. 3176. Most important, it would 
place the inspection and sanitation program in the Meat Inspection Branch 
of the Agricultural Research Service, United States Department of Agriculture, 
rather than the Food and Drug Administration of the United States Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

It also contains two exemptions, not in S. 3176. It would permit farmers to 
sell their own poultry directly to consumers without inspection. We approve 
this exemption as a proper safeguard against driving small farmers out of 
business who take their own products across State lines but who might not be 
offered inspection services. 

The second exemption is for those processing plants where the Seeretary of 
Agriculture*eannot provide inspection immediately after the effective date of 
the act. This section will prevent hardships from being placed on either the 
Meat Inspection Branch or poultry processing plants in meeting requirements 
of the act. We are happy to see that the exemptions must be terminated as soon 
as possible and cannot go beyond 2 years following enactment of the act. For 
although the provision should prevent hardships, it should not become a loophole 
to push consumer protection into the distant future. 

Section 16 states that only poultry which is healthful, wholesome, and fit 
for human consumption shall be imported. It makes imported poultry or 
poultry products subject to the act. This section is another good safeguard 
for the American poultry consumer. 

The definition of an “inspector” in section 2 of S. 3983 should be amended. 
It names the inspector as “any person authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to inspect poultry and poultry products under the authority of this act.” We 
fear that this wording would permit the continuation of the very dangerous prac- 
tice of the AMS voluntary inspection service in permitting plant employees to 
carry out some of the poultry program. We respectfully suggest that this 
definition be amended to make it clear that the inspector must be a qualified 
Government employee. 

Another bill concerning poultry inspection is before this subcommittee. That 
is S. 3588, by Senator George Aiken. This measure was frequently referred to 
in the poultry bill hearings recently held before the subcommittee of the Senate 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee. Public health officers, representatives 
from public health organizations, and other experts denounced this measure. 
They testified that many loopholes in the measure make it inadequate to safeguard 
the publie. 

Briefly, their reasons for this point of view were: 

1. S. 3588 allows the Secretary of Agriculture tremendous leeway concerning 
inspection. Section 5 says that the Secretary shall make such examinations 
“as he determines necessary.” This definitely means that he can avoid ante- 
mortem inspection at any time. Health officers further point out that the inspec- 
tion provision of S. 3588 can also be interpreted to mean that there need not be 
any inspection at all if a Secretary of Agriculture wants to rule it out. In other 
words, it is questionable whether 8. 3588 is a compulsory poultry-inspection bill. 

2. Inspection under 8S. 3588 need not come about until July 1, 1960, because 
the effeetive date of the bill is July 1, 1958, and the Secretary of Agriculture may 
grant a 2-year exemption in addition. 

3. The wording of the “prohibited acts” section—section 7—of 8S. 3588 makes 
it extremely difficult to prosecute violators. Use of the word “knowingly” in 
this section will make it possible for an owner of a plant to evade responsibility 
for violations. 

4. The provisions of 8. 3588 allowing the Secretary of Agriculture to intervene 
in designated areas of intrastate commerce (secs. 3 and 4) and providing the 
Secretary exclusive jurisdiction (sec. 18) seriously impair the jurisdiction of 
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State health departments concerning poultry. Section 18 also impairs the juris- 
diction of the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

5. S. 3588 makes no provision concerning what part of the Department of 
Agriculture would administer the poultry program, but the wording of the bill 
leads to the suspicion that the Agricultural Marketing Service, which currently 
handles the voluntary program, would get the job, rather than the Red Meat 
Inspection Branch. 

6. The labeling section of S. 3588 (sec. 7) allows the Secretary of Agriculture 
such great leeway that all or few or no inspected birds need be labeled to show 
the consumer what he has bought. 


In view of this judgment, made on 8S. 3588 by men charged with the responsi- 
bility of safeguarding public health, we believe S. 3588 would not meet the dangers 
posed by filthy and diseased poultry. We accept the view of these authorities 


that the measure would not provide adequate and effective protection for the 
consumer and poultry worker. 


In summary, Mr. Chairman, the AMCBW believes a mandatory poultry-inspec- 
tion bill must have the following provisions : 


1. Mandatory inspection for wholesomeness, both ante mortem and post 
mortem. 

2. Mandatory plant and facilities sanitation requirements and sanitary 
processing requirements. 

8. Administration by an agency which has proved its sole concern to be 
health protection and consumer protection. 


1. Cost to be met by the Federal Government through appropriations. 

We believe S. 3176 best meets these points. However, in the hope that our 
stand will bring about the speedy enactment of a mandatory poultry-inspection 
bill during this session of Congress, we shall support 8S. 3983. 

We urge that this subcommittee speedily approve that measure. Such action 
will quickly bring about the time when Mrs. Housewife can buy any and all 
poultry transported in interstate commerce without fear of bringing sickness to 
her family. And it will bring the day when psittacosis, Newcastle disease, and 


the other illnesses now preying on poultry workers will become only a bitter 
memory. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for the opportunity 
to present this testimony. 

Senator CLements. The next witness will be Mrs. Oslund, of the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GENEVIEVE H. OSLUND, LEGISLATIVE ASSIST- 
ANT, GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS 


Mrs. Ostunp. Mr. Chairman, I am Mrs. Genevieve Oslund, legisla- 
tive assistant of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, speaking 
in behalf of Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, president of the General Federation 
of Women’s Clubs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator. 

Senator CLEMENTS. You may proceed. 

Mrs. Ostunb. I am speaking for Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, president of 
the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. Our organization has a 
direct membership of 875,000 women, with an affiliated membership 
of 414 million women, who are for the large part homemakers and who 
have a deep interest and concern in the proposed legislation now up 
for your consideration, 

Since before the passage of the Pure Food and Drug Act in 1906, 
the General Federation of Women’s Clubs has been vitally interested 
in legislation to insure a pure and safe food supply; in the intervening 
years we have consistently worked for amendatory legislation to. fur- 
ther the health and welfare standards of our Nation. 
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Among other measures, we helped in the passage of the Meat In- 
spection.Act.and we now favor the mandatory inspection of poultry 
for added and necessary protection today. 

The General Federation does not believe that voluntary inspection 
can assure the consumer of healthy and clean poultry. We are aware 
that the Production and Marketing Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture maintains an inspection service which is 
voluntary and for which the processor must pay. 

It is estimated that only 21 percent of the poultry in interstate 
commerce is inspected for wholesomeness and sanitation; but even in 
this low percentage, relatively large numbers of carcasses have been 
condemned as unfit. 

We also know that the Food and Drug Administration has the right 
to seize adulterated food, including poultry, but due to limitation of 
staff and funds the average rate of inspection coverage of the poultry 
processing plants amounts to a spot check once every 3 or 4 years. 

V eterinary investigations have concluded there are over 25 diseases 
of poultry to which man is susceptible. We believe, therefore, that 
not only after-slaughter inspection is needed to protect the consumer, 
but before-slaughter inspection as well. 

In earlier days, when life in our country was less complex, the 
canny eye of the housewife could tell by looking at the color of the 
comb, the condition of the feet and feathers, whether the bird was 
healthy. 

Today, the busy housewife is glad to find her poultry already killed 
and dressed, but her clues for w holesomeness have been removed. New 
legislation is needed to provide for compulsory inspection, both be- 
fore and after slaughter, in order to insure that we can purchase clean, 
uncontaminated, and healthy poultry in our markets for our families. 

We commend the majority of the poultry industry, which has main- 
tained good standards of sanitation. The phenomenal growth of the 
industry since 1940 is in large part responsible for our predicament. 
The poultry industry is the third largest source of gross farm income 
of the Nation: while the per capita consumption has risen to 35 pounds 
per person. 

Under these circumstances we can no longer rely on voluntary in- 
spection to protect the consumer against dirty, diseased, or otherwise 
unwholesome poultry. As yet, only a few States have compulsory 
poultry and sanitation programs. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs ur gently requests that 
this committee consider favorably S. 3983, which will provide for the 
compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products. 


Thank you. 
Senator CLements. Mrs. Oslund, I noticed in your statement there 


that there was 21 percent of the poultry moving in interstate com- 
merce which is inspected for wholesomeness, or do you say whole- 
someness and sanitation. 

The statement was made yesterday to the effect that approximately 
50 percent of the poultry moving in interstate commerce was covered 


by the voluntary program. 

Mrs. Ostunp. Yes. I accept your figures. Those are the ones that 
we were given. 

Senator Writs. I think that 50 percent which the Department 
used is a more recent figure, and progress has been accelerated greatly 
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in recent years as a result of the industry’s recognizing the advan- 
tage of proper inspection. 

Senator Crements. I thought you would be interested in knowing 
that it was a little better than it appeared in the earlier figures, 

Mrs. Ostunp. I am very glad to know it, and I will be very glad to 
have it changed in our testimony. 

Senator CLements. That will ‘be fine. We will change it in there. 

Senator Witui1AMs. We are in complete agreement with you, that 
even 50 percent is not high enough. We want 100 percent inspection 
and thereby guarantee to the consumer always a good product. 

Senator CLements. We agree with you, that as near as we can get 
to 100 percent should be the figure. 

Mrs. Ostunp. Yes. 

Senator CLemeNts. That is a very fine statement, and we appreciate 
your appearing before the committee and giving the committee the 
benefit of the views of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Mrs. Ostunp. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Ciements. The next witness we will hear is Mrs. J. A. 
Booras, assistant to the legislative chairman of Housewives United. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. J. A. BOORAS, ASSISTANT TO LEGISLATIVE 
CHAIRMAN, HOUSEWIVES UNITED 


Mrs. Booras. I am appearing because our President is out of town, 
also our legislative chairman, so I have got to fill in on this. 

Senator CLeEMEeNts. You may proceed, 

Mrs. Booras. This is a statement by Mrs. J. A. Booras, assistant to 
Mrs. Robert Kerr, legislative chairman of Housewives United, on 

3983 before the Subcommittee on Agriculture and Forestry, June 
18, 1956. 

Housewives United is a national, nonpartisan, nonprofit club of 
women interested chiefly in the welfare of their families. We are 
therefore greatly conc erned over the proposed legislation now up for 
your consideration, and we urge the passage of S. 3983 to insure the 
purity and safety of poultry. 

This is the 50th anniversary of the Federal Meat Inspection Serv- 
ice, and it is a fact that the United States has the safest red meat sup- 
ply in the world. But housewives have not had the same protection 
when buying poultry, certainly not within the last few years. 

What was once little more than a home industry is today a multi- 
million-dollar business. And while we are confident that the great 
majority of people in the poultry business are honest and careful, it 
is the few who are not that constitute a hazard to our health, and who 
give a bad name to the industry as a whole. 

Certainly the passage of this bill should help the poultry industry. 
We have heard too much for too long about filthy and diseased fowls 
to have the confidence that we should have when buying fowl in a 
country as enlightened as the United States. 

In fact, board members of Housewives United have decided that 
very soon it will be in order for housewives to refuse to buy poultry 
that does not show it has been Government inspected. 

We do not think that voluntary inspection can insure the housewife 
clean, healthy poultry y. It is not the man who asks for inspection and 
who pays for that inspection himself who endangers the people’s 
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health. It is the man who thinks he can get away with selling just 
any old bird, dead or dying, and the man who keeps his plant in an 
unsanitary condition, who needs the inspection and who, if he is not 
forced to have it, may constitute a serious threat to the health of Ameri- 
can families. 

Veterinary investigations have concluded that there are at least 26 
diseases of poultry to which man is susceptible. 

We feel that poultry inspection before and after slaughter should 
be automatic for birds that are sold in large quantities in: interstate 
commerce, and that such inspection should be paid for by the taxpayers 
as a part of our health insurance, just as the inspection of red meat 
has been for 50 years. 

We feel that there is a definite need for a Poultry Inspection Section 
in the Meat Inspection Branch of the Department of Agriculture. The 
provisions of S. 3983 offer an excellent means of guaranteeing an end 
to some of the practices now prevailing in the poultry industry. 

I might just-add that very recently I had an occasion to have dinner 
in one of our better restaurants, and I ordered, unfortunately, chicken 
and a salad, and I was dangerously ill; and the illness was diagnosed 
as a severe case of food poisoning. 

Now, we don’t know whether it was the poultry that was the cause 
of it, but nevertheless it would seem to me that was it, because it 
seemed to me I had no other food, practically, that day, other than 
the salad. 

Senator CLrements. If you had had a compulsory inspection sys- 
tem, you would have been more convinced it was something besides 
poultry 

Mrs. Booras. I would have felt more confident about it. 

Another thing that is amazing to me is that in talking to a great 
many women, somehow they feel that poultry has always been in- 
spected as well as red meat and, of course, they were very much amazed 
to find out that is not the case; that it is only the red meat that has 
had the inspection and not the poultry. 

So this would be a great help. 

Senaton Cxewents. I think it is fair to say there are some-poultry 
La in this country, however, whose inspection service is right 
thorong 

eal Wiis. Yes. 

Senator Ciements. It does not cover all of them, but there are 
some who have an inspection service which provides probably as 
healthy an animal, as well inspected an waa as we will get even 
by a compulsory system. 

Mrs. Booras. That is right, and we are cognizant of that fact. 

Senator Witi1aMs. Mrs. Booras has made an excellent point when 
she stated-that.the majority of the industry is trying to put out a 
good product. 

Mrs. Booras. We feel they are honest and sincere in trying to put 
out a good job. 

Senator Wit11ams. But we must recognize the voluntary inspection 
is only used by the better class plants; and, as you point out, a plant 
which is inclined to put out a poor product won’t ask for inspection 
voluntarily. Therefore, we do need some type of mandatory inspec- 
tion. Small plants now even though trying to put out a good product 
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are severely handicapped due to the industry being forced to bear the 
present cost. 

Mrs. Booras. Yes. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. Even though they are in the minority, they can 
disrupt the whole industry. 

Mrs. Booras. Yes. Many times it only takes a minority to upset an 
entire industry and give it a bad name. 

Senator CLements. That is correct. 

Senator Wiiurams. Most segments of the industry are asking for 
the proper kind of compulsory inspection. They want to get rid of 
those few who are willing to take advantage of no law by putting out 
a bad product. 

Mrs. Booras. I wish to thank this committee on behalf of House- 
wives United for having been afforded this opportunity to be heard. 

Senator CLeMENtTs. I notice you say you are Assistant to Mrs. Rob- 
ert Kerr. Is that Mrs. Robert S. Kerr ? 

Mrs. Booras. Oh, no. She is Robert Y. Kerr. Her husband is a 
newspaperman. 

Senator CLements. I wanted to get her properly identified here. 

Thank you for your fine statement, Mrs. Booras, which you made 
on behalf of your group. 

Mrs. Booras. Thank you. 

Senator Ciements. The next witness scheduled this morning is 
Mr. George D. Riley, legislative representative of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor and ClO. 

Mr. Riley has a statement prepared, and that statement will be sub- 
mitted for the record. 

Mr. Mayer. I am Arnold Mayer. I am with the Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters. 

Mr. Riley had expected to testify this afternoon. He is unable to 
make it this morning. He would like to have the committee’s per- 
mission that, if it is possible, he would like to testify on the third 
session, the 26th. 

Senator Ciements. If he can be accommodated, certainly we will 
endeavor to do it. But I understand he desired to submit a state- 
ment, and certainly we want to make the privilege available to him. 


STATEMENT FILED BY GEORGE D. Ritgy, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


The American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions joins the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North 
America in supporting the provisions of S. 3893. 

We have a double purpose in this position taking: (1) We are convinced that 
the health of millions of consumers is at stake; (2) the safety and well-being 
of those employees of the industry is in jeopardy with less than adequate 
inspection. 

It was 50 years ago that Federal meat inspection was founded as a Government 
policy and practice. It likewise was 50 years ago that the food and drug pro- 
tective statute was established. 

All the dire results predicted for meat inspection have never come about. I 
doubt that the industry will ever want a weakening of that law. And while there 
have been indirect attacks on the food and drug law, that statute continues to 
grow and to become stronger as the years pass. 

The round, purple stamp seen everywhere on red meat in the market place 
is so commonly accepted for what it actually stands for that today the householder 
and commercial food establishments rely heavily upon that stamp as a guaranty 
of safety for human consumption. 
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Preslaughter supervision and inspection, says the Department of Agriculture’s 
own Agricultural Research Service, “continue through each stage of the meat’s 
preparation for market. All along the line, the public gets the benefit of any 
doubt.” 

The Department continues, “Condemned earcasses or parts of carcasses are 
kept under the inspector’s control. Such meat is held under Federal lock and 
key until it is processed for fertilizer or inedible grease. Salvage of unfit meat 
conibines practical thrift with safe disposal.” 

That briefly is the Department's interest in the public’s welfare. I think most 
of us know of the work of the Food and Drug Administration in the public’s 
behalf. 

In 1954, we addressed the Secretary of Agriculture inviting his cooperation 
in bringing about a law which would mean something really in behalf of the 
consumer. Nearly a month later, we receive a reply from Assistant Secretary 
E. L. Butz which, I understand, was not much more than is sent in reply to 
almost anyone who wants real consumer protection. Mr. Butz told us what 
we knew, that the product in interstate shipment became the responsibility of 
Food and Drug Administration. He told about inspection for wholesomeness 
on a post mortem basis and that such plants as were willing to use the voluntary 
inspection were required to meet certain rigid sanitary and operational 
requirements. 

Mr. Butz said that the widely identifiable Department of Agriculture shield 
label which the consumer sees on the poultry counters “is merely for the pur- 
pose of facilitating identification as a basis for entry for the purpose of fur- 
ther processing.” Whatever this statement means, it can add little to the 
peace of mind of the consumer who has reason to believe beyond doubt that 
the poultry bears such tags as is all he would desire for himself and family. 

The Department’s reply, however, seems to take on significance when we read 
the remarks of former Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, John H. Davis, to 
the Associated Egg and Poultry Industries which are as follows: 

“We are more interested in getting industry cooperation to improve the 
poultry inspection service than we are in where this function is carried out. 
We will leave it with the poultry division in AMS (Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice)) or transfer it to the meat inspection service, as you [italics supplied] 
recommend.” 

This remarkable announcement that an industry is being permitted to tell 
the United States Government when, where and how safety and the public wel- 
fare will be determined seems to suggest that perhaps nothing less than abso- 
lute precaution will be any precaution at all. 

Then we note the fact that the American Institute of Poultry Industries as 
recent as August 5, 1953, felt so self-assured that it came up with his statement 
in its newsletter : 

“Since poultry and egg inspection and grading are voluntary programs, paid 
for by the industry, they should be administered as a service to industry, not as 
a regulatory, policing program.” 

It is difficult to find just where the public fits into a deal like that. And, 
it is difficult to understand how a voluntary program has more than passing 
value except for the processor. Seemingly when industry speaks that is suffi- 
cient for the Department of Agriculture. 

Ante mortem and post mortem inspections are of the essence, in our view. 
This is the principal reason for our support of S. 3983. We believe that if con- 
sumer and employe safety can be assured, it can be assured through these means. 
Once the industry gets used to operating and doing business under a safe and 
enlightened system, we predict it is going to enjoy it, even as the red meat in- 
dustry does today. 

To provide for one type of inspection for one product and a different one for 
another product is literally to make “fish of one and fowl of another.” We 
are unable to understand how any branch of Government would be willing to 
undertake such discrimination against consumers. 

The only way in which we can believe consumers of the third largest agri- 
cultural crop can have absolute protection is through enactment of the purpose 
of S. 3983. 

Those who buy poultry across the counter can be getting far less than they 
have a right to expect for their investment. There is much talk of filth, un- 
wholesomeness and lack of protection to the end that some of the output is not 
much more than garbage. The prices paid today are rather high for garbage. 

There is in your committee another bill, 8. 3588, which may well be a mockery. 
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So, we here and now record our opposition to this bill as lacking in the qualities 
which we regard as worthwhile and essential in forthright legislation. We do 
not wish to witness any breakdown in the good name of the United States Gov- 
ernment. 

Labor, industry public health authorities, consumers and farm organiz:- 
tions agree and the record is clear, that regulatory inspection is necessary. But, 
if such inspection is to be flexible and at the whim as the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service presently is and as is confirmed by Former Assistant Secretary Davis 
and now Assistant Secretary Butz, then its effectiveness is entirely acadamic. 

It is our hope and belief that this committee will not be misled into accept- 
ing S. 3588 which is the weakest sort of bill, in our opinion, if we are to take 
the word of health officers who say that 8S. 3588 need not be operative as the 
Secretary of Agriculture so wishes. As we understand the opinion, there need 
not be any inspection if the Department so decides. 


(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator CLtements. The committee will now stand im recess until 
June 26; but before we recess, I wish to again call attention to the 
desire of the subcommittee to have any supplemental observations 
that any of those who have testified today would care to submit to 
the subcommittee, and particularly on the proposed amendments that 
were submitted on yesterday by the Department of Agriculture, to 
S. 3588. 

There are a number of copies available now, so if there is anybody 
in the room who does not have a copy, he can come forward and one 
will be made available to him. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, June 26, 1956.) 

(Additional statements filed with the committee are as follows:) 


STATEMENT FILED BY THE HONORABLE WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


I appreciate the privilege of appearing before your committee to urge that you 
report favorably to the Senate and insist upon passage at the current session of 
Congress, a bill to provide for mandatory Federal inspection of poultry, moved 
in interstate commerce, which will prevent unfit, diseased and cull poultry reach- 
ing the tables of the American consume r as food. 

I am a cosponsor of Senate bill 3588 and went into the need for such legislation 
extensively after the poultry processors of my State, where we have not en- 
countered unfit poultry in our markets, expressed to me their concern because a 
few chislers in the industry were allowing diseased and unfit folw to enter the 
trade channels to be sold as food. 

While I am cosponsor of S. 3588, and spent many hours working with the in- 
dustry on it, I am not necessarily wedded to that proposal. I strongly urge, 
however, that this committee report legislation that will stop, once and for all, 
diseased and cull poultry reaching the tables of the American consumer. I be- 
lieve either S. 3588 or S. 3983 will achieve that objective. We have tried a 
voluntary poultry inspection program. It has not been a success, because only 
about 25 percent of the processors participated in it. Those processors paid the 
cost of the voluntary program out of their own pockets, reducing the slender 
profits upon which they operate. Naturally those processors felt they should have 
a part in drawing up the regulations and I am told, Mr. Chairman, that when 
they found the regulations were difficult to follow they insisted that the Agricul- 
ture Department relax them to meet their requirements. 

Poultry should be inspected by a qualified Federal agent before and after 
slaughter. There are some 25 poultry diseases that can be communicated to 
humans and any poultry that is found to be infected should be destroyed and 
never permitted to reach the tables of our consumers, 

Harry J. Beernink, general manager of the Washington (State) Cooperative 
Farmers Association, who supervises a number of the finest poultry processing 
plants in the Nation, has urged that mandatory Federal poultry inspection be 
required and that the Government pay the cost of the program, a proposal to 
which I agree. He believes that the mandatory program should be retained in 
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the Department of Agriculture where the Poultry Inspection and Grading Section 
has trained men to enforce it and where the program can be instituted in shorter 
time than if it is transferred to another agency which will probably require up to 
3 years to set up a program and train personnel to enforce it. It will be accom- 
plished with more speed there and that is what is required—a mandatory pro- 
gram Which will insure at once that only wholesome poultry reaches our dining 
tables. 

We know this can be accomplished because we had a similar experience with 
meats and to correct that situation we set up meat inspection in the Agriculture 
Department. We are proud of the accomplishments of that agency for its work 
has assured that when our citizens purchase meat they get the highest quality 
sold anywhere in the world. There is no reason why poultry should not be just 
as wholesome. 

Mr. Chairman, another Washington State expert on poultry also has urged 
a program of mandatory Federal inspection of poultry. Mr. Charles J. Mentrin, 
president of the Northwest Poultry, Egg and Feed Council of Seattle, told me he 
believed it should remain under the supervision of the Agricultrue Department 
and agreed there was a pressing need for enactment of the program. 

Mandatory Federal inspection, paid for by the Government, would put all poul- 
try processors on an equal basis. The 75 percent not now under Federal inspec- 
tion and the 25 percent who now pay the cost of inspecting their products would 
be on an equal footing. There would be one law for all processors to observe and 
one agency to enforce that law. 

We have had recent situations in which diseased poultry was found in Oregon, 
and other instances of diseased poultry, after having been condemned by the Army, 
being sold to consumers throughout the Country. In Oregon and in Texas it has 
been reported that poultry workers were striken with poultry disease after han- 
dling diseased fowl and that sort of danger should be forever banned. 

I want to see a bill passed calling for mandatory Federal inspection. Both bills 
before you have definite merit. I assure you I will support either or a combina- 
tion of both as long as the measure you report does the job. 

What we need is mandatory Federal inspection of poultry. We need it now 
and it should be enacted by the present session of Congress. 





LOUISVILLE, Ky., June 22, 1956. 
Hon... BARLE CLEMENTS, 
The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Sir: The Senate bill 3983, introduced by Mr. Murphy to provide for 
compulory inspection of poultry and poultry products, has been discussed by the 
directors of the division of food and drug control and veterinary public health. 
We feel that this is an excellent bill. The adoption of such a measure would help 
a great deal in the elimination of hazards to public health that are now in exis- 
tence due to the indiscriminate traffic in poultry. 

As representatives of the Kentucky State Department of Health, we feel that 
this is a step in the right direction and would like to take this opportunity to 
urge the passage of Senate bill 3983. 

Very truly yours, 
Ronatp L. Hecrorne, D. V. M., M. P. H., 
Director, Division of Veterinary Public Health, 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, Department of Health. 


LOUISVILLE, Ky., June 22, 1956. 
Hon. Earte C. CLEMENTS, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: The Senate bill 3983, introduced by Mr. Murphy to 
provide for compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products, has been dis- 
cussed by the directors of the divisions of food and drug control and veterinary 
public health. We feel that this is an excellent bill. The adoption of such.a 
measure would help a great deal in the elimination of hazards to public health 
that are now in existence due to the indiscriminate traffic in poultry. 
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The State department of health feels that this is a step in the right direction 
and would like to take this opportunity to urge the passage of Senate bill 3983. 
Respectfully yours, 
Russet E. TEAGuE, M. D., 
Commissioner of Health, 


Commonwealth of Kentucky, Department of Health. 


CLEVELAND, OHn10, June 28, 1956. 
Senator EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CLEMENTS: I am writing to you as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Agricultural Research and General Legislation of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, to ask your help on 8. 3983, the bill sponsored by Senators Murray, 
McNamara, and Bender, to provide mandatory inspection of poultry. 

The board of directors of the National Consumers’ League has endorsed this 
bill. We favor this legislation for several reasons. First, we consider that con- 
sumers have a right to expect as a matter of elementary public health to be pro- ¢ 
tected from contaminated food. With the newer developments in processing, 
the markets for poultry are nationwide, and only a Federal agency can do the 
job. We find it shocking, in the extreme, that we do not now have such protection. 

In the second place, the facts brought out in the hearings showing the health 
hazards to the workers in the poultry-processing industry make even more neces- 
sury the need for compulsory inspection. 

We fail to see any valid argument against this proposal. It is important 
that the inspection be compulsory—not voluntary and partial as in the present 
arrangement, through the Marketing Division of the Department of Agriculture, 
which patently is serving what is considered to be the interest of the industry, 
rather than the consumers or the workers. 

We trust that your committee will do all in its power to secure speedy action 
on this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
NLIZABETH S. MAGEF, 
General Secretary, National Consumers League for Fair Labor Standards. 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
AND GENERAL LEGISLATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 324 
Senate Office Building, Senator Earle C. Clements presiding. 

Present: Senators Clements, Hickenlooper, and Williams. 

Also present : cence Fulbright and Representative Trimble. 

Senator CLements. The committee will come to order. 

The committee 7 Feccurvened this morning to continue the hearings 
on §. 3983 and S. 3588. 

We are honored this morning to have two distinguished gentlemen 
from Arkansas, Senator Fulbright and Represent: ative Trimble. 

We will hear from both of you in the order that you desire to be 
heard. 

But before doing that I will hand to the reporter for incorpora- 
tion in the record the following documents ; a letter from the National 
Council of Farmer Cooperatives, signed by Mr. John J. Riggle, secre- 
tary; also a statement from Mr. James F. Fort, assistant to the gen- 
erat counsel of American Trucking Associations; and excerpts from 
a letter to Representative Morano from Richard C. Muller, Green- 
wich, Conn. 

(T ‘he letter and statements referred to are as follows :) 


Wasutnoeton, D. C., June 18, 1956. 
Hon. Earte C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This letter relates to the current hearings before your 
subcommittee on 8S. 3588 and S. 3983, bills to provide for compulsory inspection 
of poultry. 

The American Trucking Associations, Inc., takes no position on the merits 
of these two bills, but we do desire to call your attention to certain provisions 
which appear in S. 3983. 

Section 3 (1) of S. 3983 prohibits “* * * receiving for transportation or 
transporting in commerce any poultry or poultry products which have not been 
inspected, examined, and marked with an official inspection mark.” 

It is suggested that the inclusion of this section may place upon common 
and contract motor carriers the burden of proving that poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts moved by them in their regular course of business have been properly 
processed by inspectors of the new Poultry Inspection Service. We do not feel 
that it is the intent of this bill to place upon trucking companies the burden of 
determining whether or not the contents of freight received for transportation 
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has been properly processed in a shipper’s plant over which the carrier has 
absolutely no control. 

We suggest that the committee give consideration to (1) the elimination. of 
this section, or (2) the inclusion of language similar to that in S. 3588. -S.° 3588, 
at page 10, lines 18 through 21, provides “that carriers shall not be subject to 
the other provisions of this act by reason of their receipt, carriage, holding, or 
delivery of poultry products in the usual course of business as carriers.” 

It is further suggested that should language similar to that appearing in § 
8588 be incorporated into any bill, it should more properly read “common car 


riers, contract carriers, or freight forwarders,” rather than simply “carrier.”’ 


Otherwise it might be argued that the bill also excludes private carriage, that 
is, movement of poulty products in trucks owned by a poultry processing estab- 
lishment. 
It is respectfully requested that this letter be made a part of the hearing 
on 8. 3588 and S. 3983. 
Very truly yours, 
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC., 
JAMES F. Fort, 
Assistant to the General Counsel. 


GREENWICH, Conn., June 10, 1956. 
Hon. ALBERT P. MORANO, 


House of Representatives. 


Dear AL; If you remember, when I told you of the horrible conditions that 
existed in the processed-chicken industry and the filth that existed therein you 
said you did not believe it and that I should not believe in everything I read. 
I investigated it and found out that it was worse than what found its way into 
print. The condition was so bad that the men that processed the products moved 
to stop such abuses, and this must be pretty bad. * * * 

Al, there are now bills entered in our Congress which are numbered in this 
circular I think introduced by Senator James E, Murray, of Montana, to correct 
this situation that has long gone unattended in this modern day and age of 
sanitation. 

Now what I am getting at, Al, is just how long are we going to allow a 
staff of only 200 inspectors to police a Nation of 150 million people, food proc 
essors-which must run into the millions; why we have in the town of Greenwich 
a police force of half of that amount in number—what goes? This is foolish 
economy when its dealing with the American people’s health, especially when 
we are spending billions for the rest of the world and can’t spend a few million 
for our own backyard. 

I would suggest you use your power of duty as an elected Representative to see 
that proper methods are taken to see that the Pure Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration has the proper amount of personnel to do the job that the act was created 
for. I was amazed at the condition that turned up in that letter from the head 
of that department which I have since had photostatic copies made for future 
use. 

. * * * * * * 


I would appreciate your views on this whole matter as to how you feel in 
regards to what should be done if something should be done, or is my whole way 
of thinking and interest in this matter entirely wrong? 

Yours truly, 


Ricwarp ©, MULLER. 


Wasuineton, D. C., June 13, 1956. 
Hon. EarLe C, CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Research and General Legislation, 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: The National Council of Farmer Cooperatives sup- 
ports the principles and purposes of S. 3588, the bill to provide for the compulsory 
inspection by the United States Department of Agriculture .of poultry and 
poultry products. 

This bill séts up a broad base under which the Secretary of Agriculture can 
develop and administer inspection of poultry and poultry products,along-the 
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lines of red-meat inspection which has been effectively administered by the 
United States Department of Agriculture for 50 years. 

This. bill..will. protect the integrity of the poultry industry against the irre- 
sponsible processors who destroy legitimate buSiness unless zealously dogged 
and restrained by an adequate enforcement program. 

It is called to attention that there has been on the statute books the act of 
June 25, 1938 (title 29, sec. 342, U. 8S. C.) which apparently has not been thor- 
oughly enforced, but whose language is largely duplicated in proposed alterna- 
tive legislation on this subject. 

Placing the broad authority outlined in S. 3588 in the Department of Agri- 
culture, we believe, will draw on meat-inspection experience there to get the 
type of inspection for poultry which is effective and at the same time practical 
and satisfactory to consumers and to the industry alike at nominal cost per 


capita and per unit of product. 
We will appreciate it if this letter can be included in the record of the hearings 
ef June 18, 1956, before your subcommittee. 
Sincerely, yours, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES, 


JOHN J. RIGGLE, Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. W. FULBRIGHT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Senator Futsrient. Mr. Chairman, if I may, my principal function 
is to introduce to you and the committee three gentlemen who really 
know about this industry, although I know a little about it. 

Mr. Charles D. Hawks, of Little Rock, is here and he is going to 
testify. He isthe 
Senator CLtements. Mr. Hawks, come around here and take a seat. 
Senator Fupricutr. He is the general manager of the Arkansas 

Poultry Federation, and he is going to be the first witness. 

Then there is Mr. John O. Kumpe from Bentonville, which is in 
Congressman Trimble’s district, and Mr. Kumpe is president of the 
Southwestern Association, which includes several States, and is a very 
large part of this industry. 

Then there is Mr. J. K. Southerland, of Batesville, who is also an 
official in the industry. 

Batesville is one of the major producing areas in my State. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t wish to undertake to give you the 
technical aspects ef the problem. 

I do want to emphasize and impress upon the committee the im- 
portance of this industry to my State, which I believe in my State is 
third in production. It produces up between 80 million and 90 million 
broilers a year. 

It is, I believe, about the third most important crop after cotton 
and tivestock im my State. 

Soe that anything that would injure this industry in my Sfate is 
an extremely serious’ matter for us; and I know they will give you 
the details for many of the areas. 

Of course, we have great confidence in this committee, not only 
as to its general understanding, but particularly because Senator 
Williams of Delaware is an expert in this field also. 

Senator Crements. Along with you he can also qualify as an expert. 

Senator Fursrient. He is a better one than I am. 

But my hometown is in one of the two principal counties that pro- 
<luce broilers in my State, those are Washington and Benton Counties. 
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I believe they are the two largest producing areas and they are 
also in the district which is represented by Congressman Trimble. 

So I can assure you we have a very deep interest in this, and it is 
my understanding of the problem here, I am completely in accord with 
the testimony that will be offered by Mr. Hawks. 

| think it is an extremely important question and I hope the com- 
mittee will not make any radical changes in the procedures heretofore 
followed. 

If any changes are seriously contemplated, we want plenty of time 
to develop the validity of the situation. 

| don’t wish to take the time of the chairman because these gentle- 
men are here representing the industry, and they will know what they 
are talking about, and I appreciate very much the opportunity to 
come here. 

Senator Ciements. Thank you, Senator Fulbright. We are glad 
to have had those remarks from you, and we are glad to have you 
approve of Mr. Hawks’ testimony in advance. 

Senator Fursrigur. I would like to stay and listen but I have a 
committee meeting of my own at 10:30, so I will have to walk out. 

Senator Ciements. This committee can well understand-your prob- 
lems. 

Congressman Trimble, is there any statement you desire to make at 
this time? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
ARKANSAS 


Mr. Trrusie. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, 
I just want to reiterate what Senator Fulbright has said. 

I am authorized to speak for our colleague,‘Congressman Mills of 
Arkansas, who is tied up in committee meeting and couldn’t be here. 

Ile agrees with our feeling in this matter. 

Now, two of these—especially one of these witnesses is a constituent 
of mine, and my constituents are always right. 

Senator Clements. The customer is always right. 

Mr. Trrupie. The constituent is always right. 

We have a problem. The industry is a proud industry, and what 
Senator Fulbright has said on his part, I want to reiterate on my part. 

I have read Charlie Hawks’ testimony. Iam for it. I agree with 
it completely. 

We don’t want to do anything that will destroy or impede this great 
industry that has been slowly built up through the 12 years that I 
have been here. 

And T have a committee meeting that begins at 10; 30, and the blue 
smoke is probably thick over there, so I will have to be getting over 
there. 

But I am in back of these men in their program and I am sure with 
you gentlemen here that they will have a fair and impartial hearing. 

Senator CLEmMENtTs. I am glad to have had those remarks from yeu, 
my friend. 

The confidence you express in the committee is appreciated. 
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The first witness we will have this morning is Mr. Charles D. 
Ilawks, who was previously presented to the committee by Senator 
Fulbright. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. HAWKS, GENERAL MANAGER, 
ARKANSAS POULTRY FEDERATION, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Hawks. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Arkansas Poultry Federation respectfully submit the following 
points believed to be the most desirable in proposed legislation deal 
ing with the inspection for wholesomeness of poultry and poultry 
products under consideration at this time. 

The Arkansas Poultry Federation represents approximately 3,000 
members of the Arkansas poultry industry including major processing 
facilities capable of handling 1144 million pounds of poultry weekly. 

The poultry industry of Arkansas is proud of its record of process- 
ing poultry under voluntary standards. During the period of January 
1, 1955, through December 31, 1955, just past, Arkansas graded a 
total of 45,230,438 pounds of poultry, excluding turkeys, to rank third 
nationally in this respect. 

Arkansas graded 6,420,074 pounds of turkeys to rank 12th nation- 
ally in this respect. 

Arkansas processors handled 97,420,454 pounds of poultry under 
supervised sanitation to rank seventh nationally. 

Arkansas produces 7 percent of the commercial broilers produced in 
the United States with a total of nearly 80 million broilers. 

Arkansas processors began using the services of the Inspection 
and Grading Division, Poultry Branch, Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice of United States Department of Agriculture, at its beginning 
nearly 25 years ago. 

We believe in a program of sanitation in poultry processing. How- 
ever, in substituting a program of compulsory inspection for whole- 
someness for the present voluntary program, certain points must be 
considered. 

We believe that the poultry industry problems, which are peculiar 
unto themselves, are best understood by those in the Inspection and 
Grading Division of the Poultry Branch in the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, now administering the current inspection 
program. 

It was obvious many years ago that standards of inspection appli- 
cable to beef, pork, lamb, and veal were wholly different in comparison 
to the poultry industry. 

This situation has not changed despite advances in genetics, health 
control, feeding, and management. 

We believe it would be a serious administrative mistake to attempt 
to develop a set of standards applicable to a combination of both 
the poultry and the red meat industry. 

It is believed that there will be efficiency of handling and a greater 
benefit to consumers if the administration and regulation of each 
commodity group, is handled separately. 

May we respectfully reiterate that a compulsory program of in- 
spection for wholesomeness should be specifically charged to the 
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present Inspection and Grading Division of the Poultry Branch, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

The Seeretary of Agriculture is best fitted with discretionary au- 
thority for the application of new techniques and metheds as they 
are developed in the rapidly changing poultry industry. 

Such a compulsory program should in fairness to the consumer 
who will benefit from such regulations, be financed from appropriated 
funds. 

During the past 28 years, the costs of the present voluntary pro- 
grams have been paid by the poultry industry. 

It is obvious that such a program places the poultry industry at a 
distinct economical disadvantage to the red-meat industry. In fair- 
ness to the poultry producers compulsory programs should therefore 
be financed from public funds. 

Under a voluntary program of inspection for wholesomeness, it is 
understandable and apparent that only a portion of the poultry indus- 
try voluntarily accepts the standards. 

‘We must all recognize that a high degree of sanitation may be main- 
tained by other than specifically recommended construction, materials 
for construction of plants and equipment. 

Many of our plants have been operating for years under generally 
most satisfactory conditions, 

Buildings and equipment may or may not be acceptable to proposed 
standards. In some cases, compliance will require major revision. 

We therefore suggest that serious consideration be given the selec- 
tion of the effective date of proposed compulsory programs, not to 
precede July 1, 1958. 

In conver ting from a voluntary to a compulsory program, it is evi- 
dent that competent and trained personnel will be needed in far 
greater numbers. It is also questionable that a date earlier than 
July 1, 1958, would permit the time to train and organize the necessary 
staff. 

Our federation earnestly pleads that the recommendations of the 
poultry industry be given serious consideration in the revision of 
laws proposing compulsory inspection for wholesomeness. 

We ask that the Secretary of Agriculture be designated to admin- 
ister such programs and the present staff of trained and competent 
personnel in the Poultry Branch of Agricultural Marketing Service 
be utilized for carrying out administrative directives and inspection 
program. 

It would be unwise not to use the long experience and knowledge 
of the present personnel of the Inspection and Grading Division of 
the Poultry Branch. The dismissal of the agency or the transfer of 
its personnel to a subservient position under ‘the red meat inspection 
program would be damaging. 

Therefore, we urge that the present staff and the present agency be 
retained in order to obtain the maximum high degree of administra- 
tive efficiency. 

The poultry industry has demonstrated. its willingness to accept a 
mandatory program of inspection for poultry products. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present our recommendations to 
this committee. 
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Senator Crements. I would like to state to you and Mr. Kumpe 
and Mr. Southerland that Senator McClellan has expressed his inter- 
est in your testimony here today, as well as his regret at not being able 
to be present. 

Are there any questions, Senator Williams? 

Senator Wii11ams. Mr. Hawks, I understand that the segment of 
the industry that you represent would be willing to accept the manda- 
tory inspection if it would be provided and carried out under the 
existing facilities of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr, Hawks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciements. Any questions, Senator Hickenlooper? 

Senator Hickentoorer. No, I have no questions. 

Senator CLEMENTS. Let me say to the witnesses here today, 37 of 
you, you may recognize that if there are any long statements to be 
made here today, that by necessity they are going to have to be sum- 
marized and presented for the record. 

Mr. Southerland, do you have any further statement other than 
joining in this one? 

Mr. SourHertanp. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Kumpr. Yes, I have one for the Southwestern Association. 

Senator Ciements. All right, sir; you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. 0. KUMPE, PRESIDENT, SOUTHWESTERN ASSO- 
CIATION, AND GENERAL MANAGER, ARKANSAS POULTRY COOP- 
ERATIVE, INC., BENTONVILLE, ARK. 


Mr, Kumrr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Southwestern Association is composed of poultry industry men in 
production, hatching, feeding, financing, processing, and marketing 
broilers, fowl, turkey s, and eggs, in 6 States, namely, Louisiana, Ar- 
kansas, Oklahoma, Kansas, New Mexico, and Texas. 

Our membership covers approximately 80 percent of the volume of 
broilers, fowl, and turkeys processed in these 6 States. 

One of the original objectives of the Southwestern Association was 
increasing the quality of poultry and poultry products, and the effi- 
cient marketing of same. 

The second and third ranking broiler producing States are found 
in our membership, namely Texas and Arkansas. 

These 2 States alone make up 14 percent of the national production 
of broilers. 

According to our volume of 160 million broilers you will find more 
plants under the voluntary inspection program for wholesomeness 
which demonstrates our belief in inspection of poultry products by 
the Poultry Branch, Agricultural Marketing Services, United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

The following resolution was adopted unanimously by our associa- 
tion in February 1956: 

We favor compulsory inspection for wholesomeness of all poultry products 
moving into interstate commerce, under the present Inspection and Grading 
Division of the Poultry Branch, Agricultural Marketing Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture, and that such inspection be paid for from public 
appropriated funds. 


80695—56——9 











124 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


Two bills, S. 3588 and S. 3983, are now before the committee, both 
of which provide for a system of compulsory inspection. Of these 
two measures, we approve S. 3588 and oppose S. 3983. 

We disagree with many of the provisions of S. 3983. 

The principal objections in brief are as follows: 

First, S. 3983 would stop all movement of poultry in interstate com- 
merce after January 1, 1957, unless inspected as required by the pro- 
visions of the bill. Six months is not enough time for training addi- 
tional inspectors needed for compulsory inspection in all plants 
processing poultry. 

Second, S. 3983 would mandatorily put into effect inspection pro- 
cedures developed 50 years ago for red-meat animals, and could 
limit the use of improved, more effective and less costly techniques 
that have been recently developed or may be developed in the future. 

Third, S. 3983 proposes to put compulsory poultry inspection in a 
mere division under Red Meat Inspection Branch of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

In carrying out this provision we will lose the good improved and 
efficient methods developed in the Poultry Inspection Branch of the 
United States Department of Agriculture the past 28 years. 

Poultry today accounts for about 11 percent of the gross income 
in agriculture. 

It is the third most important produced farm income, totaling 
some $314 to $4 billion. 

We oppose this provision of S. 3983 which would make poultry in- 
spection for wholesomeness a subordinate division under Red Meat 
Inspection Branch of the Department of Agriculture, on the ground 
that the poultry business is large and growing larger and more impor- 
tant each year, and will best be served in the Poultry Branch, Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service of United States Department of Agriculture. 

This provision which would put administration of poultry inspec- 
tion program in the Meat Branch completely overlooks and ignores 
the fact that there are substantial differences between poultry and 
red-meat animals; that their production, distribution, and marketing 
are different, and that they are in direct competition with each other 
in the market place. 

The Southwestern Association believes that S. 3588 is the best of 
the two measures and that it will serve the poultry industry best by 
the following: 

First, it will utilize the personnel now experienced in doing volun- 
tary inspection for wholesomeness. 

Second, take advantage of the experience gained the past 28 years 
in the Poultry Branch Agricultural Marketing Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture on inspection of poultry. 

Third, the measure gives full assurance to the consuming public 
that only poultry food products which have been inspected for whole- 
someness can be marketed in interstate commerce. 

Fourth, S. 3588 has a definite purpose and objectives as stated in 
its legislative finding and declaration of policy. It is made up of 
terms which are constructive and meaningful, without being deroga- 
tory to, and destructive to public confidence in, one of our fine agricul- 
tural food products, namely, poultry. 

Fifth, S. 3588 gives the Secretary of Agriculture full authority to 
conduct an effective inspection program to determine wholesomeness 
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but it does not tie him to a bird by bird ante-mortem and post-mortem 
type examination developed 50 years ago for red-meat animals, _ 

On the basis of past experience of poultry industry and inspection 
officials working together to bring about more efficient methods along 
with being economical, it would appear to be highly desirable to leave 
to the discretion of the Secretary the circumstances which ante-mortem 
inspection should be made under in view of the greatly increased cost 
which would be entailed by such inspection and the lack of a definite 
knowledge as to its benéfit. 

Sixth, S. 3588 gives ample time for plants to qualify for compulsory 
inspection. Any plant that cannot be ready by July 1, 1958, to meet 
regulations pertaining to inspection, for wholesomeness, will never be 
ready. We feel that this is ample time. 

Seventh, 5. 3588 prevents overlapping and dual functions between 
agencies, in the same manner in which overlapping functions are pre- 
vented by Federal Food and Drug Act and Meat and Inspection Act. 

Under S. 3588 the Secretary of Agriculture has certain jurisdiction 
relating to the inspection and processing level and the Food and Drug 
Administration would have jurisdiction and responsibility for the 
product after processing operations have been completed. 

S. 3983 does not spell out the authority of each agency and conse- 
quently there would develop an intolerable duplication of functions 
and endless cost and confusion. 

Eighth, S. 3588 provides for cooperation between Federal and State 
governments in inspection programs, which we in the Southwestern 
Association want in an inspection program. 

We hope the Senate committee will recognize our industry recom- 
mendations. 

We are the people that pioneered inspection of poultry for whole- 
someness, and paid the bill for the many employees of the inspection 
branch of Agricultural Marketing Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture, who have developed an inspection program that gives 
the consumer a good wholesome product. 

S. 3588 provides for those things experience has taught us are needed, 
such as: 

One, dignity to program of inspection, headed up by our own Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. 

Two, flexibility, to use new improved techniques that are now effi- 
cient, as well as economical. 

Three, kept in a department that knows the problems of the poultry 
processes. 

Four, explains the responsibility of each administration with which 
we have to work. 

Five, gives us opportunity to work with Federal Government on 
State grading programs so we may have Federal-State grading pro- 
grams in poultry products. 

Six, not to hasten effective date which could create expensive prob- 
lems to both producer and consumer. 

Any plant should be given a reasonable time to become equipped 
for compulsory inspection. 

None of the above is found in S. 3983 which shows the impractica- 
bility of the proposals contained therein. 
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Again we express our appreciation to the committee for affording 
the Southwestern Association this opportunity to present its views 
on these two bills. 

Senator Ciements. Mr. Kumpe, have you had an opportunity to 
look at the suggested amendments to S. 3588 that were made by the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Kumpr. I have not. 

Senator CLements. If you desire, or those others in your group, who 
desire to examine the suggested amendments to 3588 that were made 
by the Department of Agriculture, and I can assure you there are 
many of them, why, if you desire to submit a supplementary state- 
ment commenting on those suggested amendments, the committee will 
be glad to have them if you can give it to us within the next 5 or 6 
days. Copies of those Suggested amendments are here, and if you 
would, perh: ups not only you but anyone else who is here today, who 
would wish copies of the amendments to the bill that were suggested 
by the Department of Agriculture, you can get them from the clerk 
of the committee at any time during the day, and if any of you would 
like to revise your recommendations after you have seen the depart- 
mental suggestions, you may do so. 

Mr. Kure. Thank you, sir. 

Senator CLements. I see you have another person representing this 
Southwestern Association, Mr. Youngblood, 

Are we going to receive testimony from people representing the 
same association ? 

Mr. Kumeer. I was to read the brief, and Mr. Youngblood 

Senator Cuements. I was going to ask Mr. Y oungblood if he desired 
to state for the record a concurrence in the statement that has been 
made by Mr. Kumpe this morning ¢ 


. 





STATEMENT OF OVID YOUNGBLOOD, YOUNGBLOOD POULTRY, WACO, 
TEX., REPRESENTING THE SOUTHWESTERN ASSOCIATION 


Mr. YouNcsioop. Yes. 

Senator CLemen'ts. For the record, this is Mr. Youngblood repre- 
senting the Southwestern Association, is that correct? 

Mr. Younesioop. That is correct. 

Senator CLements. Do you desire to make a statement? The com- 
mittee will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Younesioop. No other than concurrence with Mr .Kumpe’s 
statement. 

Senator Ciements. Thank you very much, Mr. Youngblood. 

Before Dr. Carpenter presents his views, I would like to say to the 
representative of the Department of Agriculture, who is here, you 
heard at the last hearing a number of criticisms of the operation of 
the voluntary system. If the Department would like to present some 
statement to the committee with reference to those criticisms, the com- 
mittee would be very glad to have them, and I take it that if you desire 
to present a brief on those criticisms you could certainly do it in the ‘ 
next few days, 

Mr. Narran Koente. The Department would be glad to comply 
with the subcommittee’s request. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT FILED BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE WITH REFERENCE TO CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES CONCERNING 
THE USDA Pou.ttrry INSPECTION SERVICE 


(1) Eaeisting poultry inspection programs are not administered by qualificd 
veterinarians.—These are the facts: (@) The Chief of the Poultry Inspection 
Branch, Agricultural Marketing Service, is a graduate veterinarian. He has four 
key assistants, each of whom is also a graduate veterinarian. 

(bv) The poultry inspection service maintains four area offices—Philadelphia, 
Pa; Chicago, Ill.; Des Moines, Iowa, and San Francisco, Calif. Each area office 
is in charge of an area supervisor and designated assistant, both of whom are 
graduate veterinarians. 

(c) Cireuit supervisors supervise the activities of a group of plants within 

regions of an area. There are 9 circuit supervisors in the poultry inspection 
service each of whom is a gradu ite veterinarian, 

(d) There are also 234 graduate veterinary inspectors in charge at poultry 
processing plants throughout the United States. 

(e) There are 125 civil servant lay inspectors who are supervised closely by 
graduate veterinarians. 

2) AMS licenses company employees—The Agricultural Marketing Service 
uses licensed company employees who are responsible for sanitation in plants 
producing dressed poultry. Poultry produced in these plants does not bear the 
inspection legend. These licensees operate under the diftection of a civil service 
supervisor. Whenever an application is received for the sanitation service, the 
plant is visited by the Federal area supervisor who inspects the plant facilities 
and operating procedures. Unless the plant complies With the strict sanitary 
requirements of the Department’s regulations the application for service is 
rejected. If the plant qualifies, however, and there is an experienced qualified 
employee in the plant, he is designated, i. e., licensed, as the one person in the 
plant who will be held primarily responsible for sanitary conditions and pro- 
eedures in such plant. The sanitary conditions and precedures are also closely 
checked by a civil servant area supervisor who visits the plant at least once and 
often several times a month. The periodic check by area supervisors conforms 
to the practice followed in supervising food establishments by local governments 
or the supervising of the manufacture of biologicals for human use by the Public 
Health Service. In such cases a governmental employee is not stationed at all 
times in a particular plant, but the plant’s facilities and procedures are first 
determined to be acceptable and thereafter frequent checks are made to see that 
the acceptable conditions are maintained. Under the Department’s program, in 
addition to such official checks, a responsible company employee is designated to 
supervise the continuous maintenance of proper sanitary conditions at all times. 

The so-called licensing of such an employee is for the dual purpose of clothing 
him with official authority to direct the immediate elimination of any insanitary 
conditions which might develop and to have someone upon whom responsibility 
may be fixed in the event of violations. The subject was discussed with a Public 
Health Industry Advisory Committee on August 3, 1951, and this committee 
indicated that results are more important than type of employment. However, 
because the purpose of licensing company employees has become widely misunder- 
stood, the Department is following a policy of transferring responsibilities from 
licensed company employees to civil servant employees as rapidly as possible. 
The effectuation of this policy has been retarded by the magnitude of the sanita- 
tion program and the difficulty in obtaining qualified personnel willing to accept 
civil service appointments of uncertain tenure in view of the intermittent nature 
of the work. 

(3) AMS transfers inspectors upon industry request—It was testified 
that “* * * should a company want to have an inspector transferred and. request 
same, and be willing to pay the cost of his transportation and the cost of the new 
inspector’s transportation to the plant, it may achieve such result.” This state- 
ment is not correct. The decision to move inspection personnel is at the sole 
discretion of the Department of Agriculture. The Agricultural Marketing Service 
regulations requiring companies to pay the cost of moving inspection personnel 
at their request was to discourage such requests. The language may have been 
ill advised, but no company has ever paid such costs, and no employee would be 
transferred just because a company requested it. 

(4) Aspersions on the integrity of the Poultry Division Testimony refers to 
the Agricultural Research Service as an agency with integrity and a desire to 
protect the public. The Department agrees with this statement but thoroughly 
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disagrees with the charge that such is not the case with respect to the Poultry 
Division. The integrity of the Poultry Division has been demonstrated time 
and again in its inspection work as evidenced by the almost universal acceptance 
of its inspection marks as proof of wholesomeness. 

(5) Conflict between the inspection service and other services and failure to 
protect the consumer.—The charge is made that AMS is not concerned with the 
protection of the consumer, that a conflict of interest exists in the inspection, 
grading, and sanitation programs, and that attempts to improve the inspection 
service have been penalized. These charges are not warranted by the facts. 
All services are refused or suspended from plants for failure to comply with 
sanitary requirements. There is a very close relationship between the inspec- 
tion program and the sanitation and grading programs in poultry processing 
plants. The sanitary requirements are prerequisites to inspection and also to 
grading where it is used. In plants using the inspection service, but not grad- 
ing, the veterinary inspector-in-charge has the responsibility for sanitation as 
well as inspection for wholesomeness. In plants that also use the grading 
service the responsibility for sanitation is upon both the inspector and the 
grader. This is done in order to provide more complete supervision in the vari- 
ous processing rooms of the plant. However, the veterinary inspector-in-charge 
of the plant has overall responsibility for complete compliance with all sanitary 
regulations. The Department does not discourage, but actively invites and 
welcomes, suggestions from employees for the improvement of the services. 

(6) Army has no confidence in the Poultry Inspection Service.—The Depart- 
ment of Defense has used the AMS poultry inspection service as a basis for 
buying ready-to-cook poultry in the same manner as it uses the red meat inspec- 
tion service of the Agricultural Research Service. All procurement specifi- 
cations used by the Armed Forces for obtaining poultry products require in- 
spection for wholesomeness by the poultry inspection service of AMS or by the 
Veterinary Corps of the Department of Defense, the latter performing inspec- 
tions only in plants where AMS poultry inspection service is not used. Billions 
of pounds of poultry have been accepted by the Armed Forces on the basis of 
certification by the Department of Agriculture’s poultry inspection service. 

(7) Poultry processed in AMS-approved plants has been seized.—Some poultry 
processed in plants operating under the poultry inspection program has been 
seized by Federal, State, or local authorities. This is not unique with poultry. 
It happens with other foods which are not handled properly after leaving the 
processing plant. No food inspection program can guarantee that product may 
not become contaminated or go out of condition after it leaves the processing 
plant—particularly when a perishable product is being produced. Poultry 
seizure instances cited in the testimony are, in fact, isolated cases. With respect 
to the inspection for wholesomeness program, seizures are extremely rare when 
consideration is given to the fact that over a billion pounds of ready-to-cook 
poultry is eviscerated each year under this inspection program. This product 
consists of many small units since the average weight of each unit in the case 
of poultry is relatively small—fryers averaging perhaps about 2 to 24% pounds 
and turkeys averaging 10 to 11 pounds. Testimony pointed up one incident in 
which the Department was notified concerning poultry from a plant in Virginia 
which had the Department’s inspection service. In keeping with practice, the 
Department did take immediate corrective action. This vigilance is one of the 
reasons why the Department’s poultry inspection service compares favorably 
with any other food inspection service. Its record is especially commendable, 
considering the fact that it is purely a voluntary program without penal 
sanctions. 

(8) Speed of the eviscerating line is too fast for adequate inspection.—Testi- 
mony charges the Agricultural Marketing Service with attempting to speed 
eviscerating lines. The speed of the eviscerating lines is under the control of the 
veterinary inspector in-charge at the plant. It is his responsibility and he is 
under instructions to see that speeds are not in excess of those needed to permit a 
proper inspection of each bird in compliance with the requirements of the 
regulations. 

(9) Antemortem inspections —This Department favors authority to require 
antemortem inspection. The Department’s regulations under which the voluntary 
poultry inspection program is conducted provide authority for the Department 
to require antemortem inspection at the discretion of the Department, and this 
has been required where conditions warrant. However, it should be pointed out 
that many of the things which testimony indicated might be accomplished through 
antemortem inspections are subject to question. For example, the possibility of 
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discovering carriers of viruses such as ornithosis (psittacosis) through ante- 
mortem inspection has not been established. Birds carrying this condition may 
appear completely healthy when alive. Yet, upon post-mortem examination 
lesions and conditions of the viscera clearly indicate the presence of a systemic 
disturbance. The same is true of many other diseases of poultry. This Depart- 
ment is sponsoring a research project which is presently in the developmental 
stage which will be conducted to determine the type of antemortem inspection 
procedures and methods which will be most effective in making such inspections. 

(10) Allegation that people become ill from eating poultry products.—Testimony 
to the effect that humans became ill from eating poultry need clarification. Such 
occurrences would not be eliminated as a result of compulsory poultry inspection. 
Investigations of cases of food poisoning, including many of those cited at the 
hearing, reveal that most food poisoning results from mishandling the product 
after it leaves the processing plant and is usually the result of mishandling in 
the home or in public eating establishments. Since compulsory poultry inspection 
under the proposed legislation would apply only to the plants processing poultry 
for interstate commerce, a large quantity in intrastate commerce would be unin- 
spected. Moreover, inspection, no matter how rigid, cannot guard against the 
mishandling or contamination which may occur after the product has left the 
plant where is was inspected. Other regulatory authorities have jurisdiction in 
this field, and there is no means except through education to insure proper han- 
dling to protect the product after it reaches the ultimate consumer. 

(11) Hatent of coverage questioned.—From the testimony the inference might 
be drawn that the merchandising of unwholesome poultry would be completely 
eliminated through the operation of a compulsory poultry inspection program 
under Federal law. Such a law, of course, would have little impact on poultry 
moving in intrastate commerce. This area of regulation will remain the primary 
responsibility of local authorities. 

(12) AMS permits intermittent inspection.—Section 70.15 of the Department’s 
poultry inspetcion regulations issued by the Agricultural Marketing Service 
governs the extent of inspection required in official plants. Its wording is as 
follows: 

“All dressed poultry that is eviscerated in an official plant where inspection 
service is maintained shall be processed in a sanitary manner. Dressed poultry 
may be eviscerated in such plant without inspection for condition and whole- 
someness but uninspected and inspected operations may not be carried on 
simultaneously except in plants where processing rooms ‘including packing rooms’ 
are separate or when by other acceptable means effective segregation of inspected 
and uninspected product is maintained. Evisceration without inspection may be 
conducted only if an inspector or governmentally employed grader is on duty 
at all times when such operations are carried on for the purpose of (@) effecting 
adequate segregation of inspected and uninspected products, (b) control of 
official inspection marks and grade marks, and (c) supervision of sanitation in 
the official plant.” 

It should be kept in mind that the present poultry inspection program is a 
voluntary program, the only type for which the Department has any statutory 
authority. It should be pointed out that even under compulsory poultry inspec- 
tion covering the interstate movement, the same brand name could appear on 
the inspected product as could appear on an uninspected product which could 
move in intrastate commerce. There is nothing in any poultry imspection bill 
before Congress at this time which would prohibit a processor packing a product 
in a plant not under inspection for intrastate sales from using the same brand 
name as he would use in a packing plant under inspection required for interstate 
sales. 

(13) Consumers are misled by the sanitation mark.—The sanitation identi- 
fication label is used only on bulk containers. It cannot be used on individual 
poultry carcasses offered to consumers and, therefore, could not possibly mislead 
them. The label plainly states that the product has not been inspected for whole- 
someness or graded for quality. The Food and Drug Administration reviewed 
this label and the conditions under which it is permitted to be used and that 
agency voiced no objections. 

(14) AMS does not cooperate with State and local health authorities—The 
Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service has a long history of 
cooperation with State and local health authorities and various agencies. Any 
important proposals for changes in the poultry inspection regulations are cir- 
culated, among others, to State and local health authorities and their comments 
are solicited. Also, the same mailing list is used to give notice concerning any 
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public hearings that may be held at which amendments to the regulations may 
be considered. In addition, many State and local publie health officials have 
participated in discussions which have involved the public health aspects of the 
regulations and the manner of administering the programs. 

In 1951 a special committee of 14 persons (7 from industry and 7 from various 
public-health agencies) was established for the sole purpose of reviewing the 
poultry inspection program of this Department. This committee met on four 
different occasions since 1951, and although it has not met recently, it is still 
considered as an active technical advisory group. 

Personnel of the Department were consulted frequently during the develop- 
ment of the United States Public Health Service uniform code for sanitation 
in poultry processing plants. This code was developed by a committee from 
industry and from public-health groups. It was published by the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. Every possible assistance was given by 
the Department of Agriculture to help develop this code. 

There is a formal memorandum of agreement existing between this Depart- 
ment and the Federal Food and Drug Administration which outlines the pro- 
cedures for interdepartmental cooperation in connection with the respective 
programs of these two agencies. 

Upon request, the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service 
has also assisted many State or local public health groups in their considera- 
tion of programs similar to those administered by this Federal agency. Per- 
sonnel of this Division have attended and participated in many State and na- 
tional meetings of public health officials. In addition, they are instructed to 
keep in touch with local officials to the extent necessary wherever the local 
people exhibit an interest in the poultry inspection service programs. 

(15) Bureau of Budget criticized the Poultry Inspection Service in a 1951 
report.—The Department’s reply to this report is attached as exhibit 1. 

(16) AMS approved a plant which had been closed by Denver authorities.— 
This is not true. The incident involved a plant located in the outskirts of the 
city of Denver. A representative of the Poultry Inspection Service who con- 
ducted a preliminary survey was not aware of the fact that the plant came 
under the jurisdiction of the city and county of Denver. Before the plant was 
approved, however, it was learned that the plant was subject to local juris- 
diction and the local health officials were asked to accompany poultry inspec- 
tion personnel on survey visits to the plant. They were also asked to review 
the blueprints for the plant prior to its approval by the Federal officials. The 
plant was thereafter approved with the concurrence of local officials. This 
Department’s poultry inspection regulations contain a specific provision to the 
effect that compliance therewith does not excuse failure to comply with other 
applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. 

(17) Colorado turkey incident.—The Department of Agriculture purchased 
48.2 million pounds of frozen ready-to-cook turkeys in 1952 under a section 32 
surplus removal program. These were distributed to eligible outlets through- 
out the United States. 

In January 1953 a report reached the Department that the health authorities 
for Colorado and for the city and county of Denver had impounded several car- 
lots of these frozen turkeys because of spoilage and contamination. The De- 
partment immediately sent personnel to Denver to investigate the condition of 
the turkeys and to develop a method for handling the problem created. 

Some of the turkeys were found to be out of condition due to improper hand- 
ling. These shipments originated in two different processing plants. The tur- 
keys from one plant, however, were of such a nature that the Department re- 
called from distribution the equivalent of approximately 12 cars that were de- 
livered to various locations throughout the country. This was done to re- 
move any questionable turkeys from distribution as a safeguard against the 
possibility of any being distributed which were not completely wholesome and 
fit for food. 

Conferences were held in Denver with health officials to seek their coopera- 
tion in releasing the impounded turkeys so that the Department would have an 
opportunity to segregate the wholesome turkeys so they could be processed 
through a canning plant in order to salvage that which was considered whole- 
some for food. This procedure is comparable to that which has been approved 
by courts when products moving through commercial marketing channels are 
seized by the Food and Drug Administration. The owners of the seized food 
are frequently permitted to salvage the part which is suitable for food under 
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the supervision of the Department of Agriculture or the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration. 

The segregated wholesome turkeys involved in this indident were canned in 
Iowa under the most stringent inspection procedures. Any bird which was 
found to be unwholesome in whole or in part was completely destroyed. 

(18) AMS poultry inspection regulations are inadequate—lIncluded as exhibit 
2, is a copy of the regulations under which this Department's Poultry Inspection 
service programs are conducted. These regulations were published in about 
their present form in 1951. All interested parties including representatives of 
public health and consumer groups actively participated in developing them and 
have been provided an opportunity to comment on any amendments made since 
their publication. The regulations provided the background for, and are just 
as stringent in their requirements as, the United States Public Health Service 
published code for poultry plant sanitation. 





Aveust 10, 1951. 
Hon. FREDERICK J. LAWTON, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

DEAR Mr. LAwton: We have reviewed with interest your Bureau’s report of 
April 1951 on Federal meat inspection and grading activities which was trans- 
mitted to us with Mr. Staats’ letter of June 26. We appreciate the withholding of 
further distribution of the report pending receipt of our reply and we strongly 
urge that a copy of this letter and the attached statement accompany any copies 
of the report that are distributed. 

For the most part, your report is favorable regarding our meat inspection and 
grading activities, but it raised a number of questions with respect to poultry 
inspection and grading. As you may know, the administration of our Poultry 
Inspection and Grading Service has been under review for some time. As a 
result of this review, a number of changes have been made. We have recently in- 
stituted new requirements which eliminate many of the factors that raised 
questions and are pursuing other means for improving the situation. As to the 
primary purpose of the survey, this Department shall continue to make our In- 
spection and Grading Service available for use by the Armed Forces. 

We deeply appreciate the constructive comments contained in the report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cc. J. McCormick, Acting Secretary. 


COMMENTS BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE CONCERNING RE- 
PORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET ENTITLED “MEAT INSPECTION AND GRADING 
ACTIVITIES” 


The Department of Agriculture acknowledges with appreciation the construc- 
tive proposals contained in this report. Corrective measures have been taken 
where practicable, and some matters are receiving further attention. Several 
of the proposals concern administrative determinations, and it appears that our 
judgment dictates a course different than that recommended. Where there are 
these issues of judgment, we shall be happy to discuss the matter in greater de- 
tail with your representatives if you so desire. 

The following comments are directed to the five actions proposed in the 
general summary of the report : 

1. Flexibility and cross-servicing should be increased greatly within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture between the Meat Inspection Division, BAI, and the various 
meat inspection and grading activities in the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration. 

In order to achieve this objective, your report recommends that meat and poul- 
try inspectors be used for grading operations in those instances where an inspector 
is present and a grader would have to travel to do this work. We cannot agree 
that any material savings would result in the application of this proposal be- 
cause of the cost involved in training inspectors to be graders and the faet 
that there are comparatively few locations where meat inspections are con- 
ducted at any considerable distance from the point where a grader is stationed. 
Also, it is a practice to move inspectors around periodically te avoid the influenc- 
ing factors that close association might have in the performance of their duties. 
Therefore, the cost of training graders on a continuous basis for these isolated 
instances would, in our judgment, outweigh any savings that might be effected 
by reduction in traveling costs. 
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The report suggests the possibility of having personnel of the BAI Meat In- 
spection Division make determinations concerning the standards of local meat 
inspection systems in order to determine whether or not the PMA Standardi- 
zation and Grading Division of the Livestock Branch will provide meat grading 
service to plants operating under such inspection. The present system under 
which PMA makes this determination has been developed in cooperation with the 
BAI Meat Inspection Division. The Meat Inspection Division regards it imprae- 
tical for them to provide this service and it is felt that the one person employed 
by the Standardization and Grading Division can make a more uniform applica- 
tion of the standards than could various meat inspectors throughout the coun- 
try who are employed by the Meat Inspection Division. Furthermore, since 
these determinations are not necessarily made in the locality where meat in- 
spection personnel are employed, the saving in travel would not be nearly as 
important as suggested. 

2. Inspection and grading services of the Department of Agriculture should be 
utilized fully in procurement of meat and meat products for the Armed Forces 
and other Government agencies. This means that the Army should not main- 
tain inspection and grading staffs in establishments which are regularly covered 
by Department of Agriculture staffs. This should not apply to poultry until 
conditions which have compromised the objectivity of poultry services have been 
corrected. Also excluded are special kinds of prepared meat food products 
which involve research and development and constant change in packaging and 
preparation specifications. 

The Department of Agriculture continues to stand ready to provide such sery- 
ices as we are able for the Armed Forces and other Government agencies. We 
agree that under certain circumstances special services should be performed by 
members of the Armed Forces. With respect to the above comment on poultry, 
we wish to report that the Army accepts and utilizes the poultry inspection serv- 
ice of PMA. 

3. Working relationships and fiscal arrangements between Government grad- 
ing services and the meat and poultry business interests should be controlled so 
there will be less cause for suspicion on the part of consumer and health groups 
that these services are biased and do not represent the interests of the public. 

We regret that the report contains no substantiation for this proposal and 
wish to assure you that we have very carefully worked out trust fund arrange- 
ments for handling this money. It is true that not all funds are Federal trust 
funds although a large portion of the money is handled in this manner. How- 
ever, we think the integrity of any of these funds will stand up under challenge 
and nowhere do we have cause to believe that present fiscal arrangements have 
raised any suspicions on the part of consumer and health groups regarding the 
quality of our services. 

4. Understandings should be reached among the various inspection and grading 
organizations in the Department of Agriculture to avoid competition in offering 
identical services at various rates. 

There has been some difference in the rates charged by the Meat Inspection 
Division of BAI and the PMA Livestock Branch for similar service in checking 
for compliance with contract specifications meat that is being purchased by other 
Federal agencies. This matter of discrepancy in rates has not heretofore become 
the subject of special study because no question nor complaint about the rates 
has ever been raised by any agency served. The rates have been calculated in- 
dependently by PMA and BAI to reimburse them for actual costs of the services 
rendered. It does not seem strange on the surface that some differences have 
resulted inasmuch as there are several respects in which the two agencies are 
not comparable. The present staff of the meat inspection service of BAI is about 
5 times the size of PMA’s meat grading staff. It is equipped to maintain an 
inspection service which is mandatory on products shipped in interstate commerce 
and the costs of such services are borne by the Federal Government. The serv- 
ices are necessarily nationwide in order that any firm wishing to engage in 
interstate shipment may have its products inspected. The PMA’s services, on 
the other hand, are voluntary, and the costs are charged back to the person or 
firm receiving the service. We do not feel, however, that our superficial review 
of this matter since receiving the report has furnished us with a fully satisfac- 
tory explanation of the difference in rates. We are, therefore, establishing a 
study group including fiscal and management personnel to look into it further 
and determine whether a greater degree of uniformity is possible. 

The rates have not been set, as the report implies, to secure business. The 
meat inspection service of BAI and the meat grading service of PMA have 
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never established their rates so as to be in a better competitive situation for 
courting business. They have rendered services only as requested, and then on 
a basis of costs. They have not bid for or solicited business on a competitive 
basis. 

5. Federal approval stamps should not be applied unless Federal graders and 
inspectors have in fact performed the work. The public should not be misled 
to believe that Federal men have examined food when they have not done so. 

The Department seriously regards its responsibility concerning the use of 
Federal approval stamps on inspection and grading work. However, whether 
or not the stamps are applied by our workers or under our supervision and 
control involves questions of judgment and operations which make impractical 
the proposal to have a Federal employee actually do the stamping in all cases. 
At present in all meat and poultry inspections for wholesomeness, and in meat 
grading activities, only Federal employees handle the stamp of approval or 
grade. With respect to poultry grading, the situation varies as explained in 
later comments and we are studying it further. We believe each of the pre- 
vailing systems has its respective merits and that approval stamps may be 
applied under our license to do so provided proper safeguards are established to 
assure conformity with our standards. We agree that the public should not 
be misled, and we endeavor to avoid this possibility in all instances. We shall 
continue to adopt improved and safer methods for applying Federal approval 
stamps and will welcome any specific proposals you can offer in this field. 

The following comments refer specifically to various items in the report 
which for purpose of reference are identified by page numbers. Some of 
these furnish more detail concerning the comments above, and others deal 
with items in the report not previously commented upon in this statement. 

(a) Page 5 of this report indicates that the meat grading program is financed 
from a trust fund based on cooperative agreements with States. This is an 
incorrect statement, insofar as meat grading is concerned, since meat grading 
operations are financed from a trust fund based on a cooperative agreement 
with the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

(b) The report, on page 6, refers to the organizational structure of the 
poultry grading and inspection activities. While the statements were correct 
at the time the report was prepared, the organization has since been changed 
to bring standards and policy responsibility together with the functions of ap- 
plication and administration of these services. Poultry grading and inspection 
activities are now the full responsibility of the Poultry Branch of PMA. 

(c) The comments on page 8 relative to the cooperative agreements for poultry 
inspection and grading may give one the impression that there is wide variance 
in the provisions of the agreements and rather limited Federal control of the 
grading programs at the State level. Actually the basic principles regarding 
Federal supervision and control of the programs set up under cooperative Federal- 
State agreements are similar in all agreements. There is some variance in the 
cooperative agreements for performing grading service, but the principal differ- 
ences are in the financial arrangements which are provided. Of the 50 different 
cooperative agreements, only 9 are of the State trust-fund type, whereas, all of 
the others provide for Federal trust funds. All agreements provide for the use 
of USDA standards and grades and regulations governing the conduct of the 
work performed under the agreement. Federal supervision is provided through 
five regional supervisors, State supervisors (and assistants where necessary) in 
almost every State, as well as two supervisors at the national level. State super- 
visors in many instances are Federal employees; however, in some States the 
State supervisors are employees of the State who perform under Federal super- 
visino from the regional and national level. The qualifications and duties of the 
State supervisors are the same regardless of whether they are State employees 
or Federal employees. 

(d) The sixth paragraph on page 8 may give the impression that both graders 
and inspectors may be Federal employees, State employees, or bonded employees 
of a poultry establishment. We wish to point out that inspectors must be Federal 
or State employees, whereas graders may be Federal, State, or bonded licensees. 
At present all poultry inspectors are Federal employees. ° 

As we have previously pointed out, the bonded employees are utilized in the 
poultry grading program and not for poultry inspection. While it is true that 
these men are employees of the company whose products are being graded, they 
have the necessary qualifications for grading and are, therefore, licensed to 
perform this function. In addition, their work is supervised by Federal or 
Federal-State employees. The use of bonded personnel has proven to be very 
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satisfactory since it enables the smaller business to obtain a service which would 
otherwise be denied them on account of costs, If it is found that a bonded grader 
is misgrading a product, a determination is first made whether or not the mis- 
grading is intentional. If not, his error is pointed out to him so that his future 
application of grades will be correct. If it is determined that the misgrading was 
intentional, then the grader’s license is withdrawn, and circumstances warrant- 
ing, grading service is denied to the plant. This is a severe penalty since without 
grading service the plant cannot compete in the graded egg and poultry market. 

(e) Reference is made to the grading of poultry without inspection for whole- 
someness on page 9 of the report. In discussing the problem of grading and 
inspection of poultry it would be well to treat it from two separate types of 
processing—‘“dressed” and “ready to cook.” 

Dressed poultry as such cannot be inspected for wholesomeness because the 
viscera is intact, whereas a wholesomeness determination must be based largely 
on the appearance of internal organs. Thus grading service is the only service 
that can be performed with respect to dressed poultry. Even though the trends 
in poultry processing are in the direction of complete evisceration immediately 
following slaughter, today more than half of the poultry marketed for food is sold 
in wholesale distribution as dressed poultry. The Department has graded this 
product in conformance with USDA standards and grades for more than 20 years. 
These standards and grades have always provided that poultry with external 
evidence of disease or other conditions which may render them unfit for food shall 
not be graded. Serious consideration must be given to the problem before service 
ean be arbitrarily discontinued when such a large percentage of poultry is 
marketed in dressed form. 

The statements made in the first paragraph on page 9 of the report with respect 
to grading evidently covers both dressed and ready-to-cook poultry. The quanti- 
ties that have been graded were relatively small in proportion to the amount of the 
products sold for food, Of the amount graded, a still smaller proportion has been 
individually grade marked. In the 18 months’ period from January 1, 1950, to 
June 30, 1951, during which,ready-to-cook poultry was permitted to be graded 
without official inspection for wholesomeness, only 4 poultry establishments 
utilized this service, and the bulk of the product so graded was marketed intra- 
state. This provision has been changed. Under the currently operative poultry- 
grading and inspection regulations, ready-to-cook poultry may be graded only 
if it has been previously inspected by Federal inspectors or by governmentally 
employed inspectors of an approved State, county, or municipal inspection sys- 
tem. The basis for approving such systems is essentially the same as that with 
respect to meat grading. At the present time, no ready-to-cook poultry is graded 
unless it has been previously inspected for wholesomeness by Federal inspectors. 
While the regulations provide for the grading of ready-to-cook poultry inspected 
under other approved inspection systems, no product has been graded under this 
provision to date. 

(f) We wish to comment on the third paragraph of page 10 of the report. 
which reads: 

“The Army is especially careful in the inspection of poultry for disease, etc., 
because the various State, local, and private arrangements made by PMA for 
poultry inspection and grading have caused officials of the Veterinary Corps to 
question the adequacy of controls maintained over sanitation and disease in 
poultry houses.” 

At the time this report was issued, no State, local, or private arrangements 
were in effect for the conduct of the poultry-inspection service of PMA. While 
the regulations which went into effect July 1, 1951, provide for the conduct of 
inspection service under cooperative Federal-State arrangements involving the 
use of State employees under Federal supervision as poultry inspectors, to date 
only federally employed inspectors have been used in performing poultry-inspec- 
tion service. The Army accepts and utilizes the poultry-inspection service of 
PMA. Asa matter of fact, for a number of years Army purchase specifications 
for ready-to-cook poultry have required that poultry be eviscerated under the 
supervision of the poultry-inspection service of PMA. 

(g) Certain information on page 21 of the report is now incorrect because it 
is out of date. 

(h) We would like to comment on your reported general statement on page 22 
that savings could be effected through a consolidation of field offices and admin- 
istrative services. PMA is continually moving toward such a goal whenever 
action can be taken without adversely affecting program objectives. We would 
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like to point out that consolidation does not necessarily result in savings. In 
some instances consolidation actually becomes more expensive. 

The USDA has recently moved to consolidate county and State offices. As a 
result, 936 offices in counties haye been consolidated and offices in 14 States 
are in the process of moving. 

Over the past 3 years PMA has been continually working toward the consoli- 
dation of all PMA activities in each of the 5 regional office cities, that is Atlanta, 
Chicago, Dallas, San Francisco, and New York. In Atlanta the consolidation is 
complete. In the other 4 cities 75 to 90 percent of the consolidation has been 
effected. Also, within PMA the Livestock Branch has had a continuing move- 
ment underway to consolidate all that Branch’s activities under one roof in every 
city where such is possible. This move is practically complete. The Poultry 
Branch is also working toward consolidating their field offices. 

Consolidation cannot be effected between many branches because their offices 
must be located near the point where their work is performed. For instance, 
in Chicago the Livestock Branch must be near the livestock yards, whereas the 
Dairy and Poultry Branches must be near the dairy and poultry markets and 
many miles separate these two markets; therefore, consolidation in such instances 
is not practical. 

(i) On~page 23, the report indicates that meat inspectors might be selected 
and trained to perform small meat-grading assignments at their station in order 
to save the grader’s time and travel cost involved in reaching the station. This 
problem has been given thorough consideration in times past and the suggested 
solution is considered impractical from several standpoints. The principal reason 
is that meat inspectors are not qualified to do meat grading. Among the mini- 
mum qualifications required of a meat grader is at least 4 years’ experience in 
the grading of meats on a wholesale basis. . (The 60-day course in general food 
inspection and grading work used by the Army does not meet the minimum 
requirements for this work which we regard as essential.) Despite the aptitude 
of some of our meat inspectors for grading assignments, we feel that the time 
necessary to qualify a meat inspector for this particular work would be much 
more expensive than paying the travel time of a meat grader to the particular 
point. Even if time were taken to train a meat inspector to do meat grading, 
other difficulties would make this arrangement impractical. The meat-grading 
service requires very special and direct supervision which cannot be supplied 
by the Meat Inspection Division. Consequently, the meat inspector doing meat- 
grading work would be attempting to serve two different supervisors. Also, a 
meat inspector, trained for meat-grading work and located in a position where 
he might do meat grading, is subject to be transferred at any time. If a regular 
meat grader is stationed at the new location, the value of his special training 
would be largely lost. Under normal conditions, that is, in the absence of price 
ceilings and mandatory grading, there are comparatively few locations where 
meat inspection is conducted at any considerable distance from the point where 
a meat grader is stationed. 

(j) We regret that the report did not develop further the statement on page 24 
to the effect that there is a lack of confidenee in the poultry grading and inspec- 
tion services by public health and consumer groups. Following a recent meeting 
with a group of public health officials, the Poultry Branch has formed an advisory 
group consisting of 6 public health officials and 6 industry representatives to 
discuss and advise on mutual problems. One meeting of this advisory group 
has already been held and indications are that this cooperative approach will 
be very helpful in developing a high degree of confidence in these programs. 
The rapid rate of increase in the use of these two services seems to indicate 
they have already gained a high degree of acceptance. Such acceptance, it is 
true, is on the part of commercial poultry interests. However, these interests 
would not be likely to incur the added cost of these services except to meet 
consumer demand. 

(k) We wish to comment about the label used to identify “dressed” poultry 
which has been processed under USDA sanitary standards. This is covered in 
the last paragraph on page 24 of the report. The Department’s regulations gov- 
erning the grading and inspection of poultry require that poultry which bears 
United States grade marks or United States inspection marks shall have been 
processed in accordance with prescribed sanitary standards during all stages 
of processing. Some processors perform all processing functions whereas others 
prepare only “dressed” poultry. So that such “dressed” poultry may move into 
plants for further processing under Federal supervision, provision is made for 
its certification of having been processed under USDA sanitary standards. It 
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is in connection with this phase of the program that the label is used which 
reads “Processed under USDA Sanitary Standards—Not USDA Graded for Qual- 
ity or USDA Inspected for Wholesomeness.” The label is intended solely for 
identification purposes and is applied only to bulk packages or shipping containers 
of “dressed” poultry. Individual birds or consumer packages are never labeled 
with this mark. It is highly improbable that the consumer can ever be misled 
by this label since she will never see it. The Department currently is engaged 
in further study of poultry grading and inspection. 

(Nore.—Exhibit II, regulations governing the grading and inspection of poultry 
and edible products, is on file with the committee.) 


Senator CLemMEents. Now, Dr. Carpenter, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DR. CLIFF D. CARPENTER, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE 
OF POULTRY INDUSTRIES, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Dr. Carpenter. Thank you, Senator. My associate on my right is 
Frank G. Wollney, Field Service Director. 

I am Cliff D. Carpenter, president of the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries, Chicago, i]. I am a graduate veterinarian; in 
fact, the first veterinarian in the United States to have a private prac- 
tice exclusively limited to domestic poultry. I have been associated 
with the poultry industry for 36 years. I have served as chairman of 
the poultry committee of the American Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion and as chairman of the poultry disease committee of the United 
States Livestock Sanitary Association. 

The Institute of American Poultry Industries is a nonprofit or- 
ganization, chartered by the State of Illinois nearly 31 years ago. Its 
membership includes processors and distributors of poultry products, 
and in addition, fpadaaets breeders, hatcherymen, and other allied 
interests. More than 90 percent of our processor members are small- 
business men, many of them family operations which have developed 
through the years and grown up with the industry. 

We favor Senate bill 3588. In our opinion, sound, mandatory poul- 
try-inspection legislation will benefit consumers, producers, and the 
poultry industry. in general, because it will provide the consumer with 
added assurance that the poultry she buys is a wholesome product 
that has been prepared under sanitary conditions. We also feel that 
the increasing volume of poultry shipped interstate has heightened the 
need for uniform regulations governing such movement which will 
receive recognition by the various States and municipalities. 

Several years ago, the institute established a study committee on 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness. This committee unani- 
mously recommended to the institute’s board of directors that we take 
a position for mandatory inspection for wholesomeness. The directors 
adopted this recommendation unanimously, it was referred to the en- 
tire membership, and 95 percent of the votes from members supported 
the directors’ esmnrialitlaeodl That resolution is herewith quoted 
verbatim : 

The Institute of American Poultry Industries continues to encourage and sup- 
port one of its chief, original objectives, namely, the utilization of every sound 
means to give the consumer a better product and the producer a better market. 
In furtherance of this longstanding objective of the institute, its board of direc- 
tors and its members favor the development and adoption of sound, mandatory 


inspection for wholesomeness programs for all poultry and poultry products, 
provided such programs are paic for from Federal and State funds. 
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This action in itself demonstrates the poultry industry’s keen interest 
in' both the consumer and the producer. However, | would like to 
present some additional background information on the type of work 
performed by the institute and the activities supported by its mem- 
bers, which further indicate industrys’ longstanding interest in whole- 
some, high-quality products. 

Going back to the early days, the institute played a prominent part 
in helping the industry convert from the shientinte of live mo voc 
across the country to distant markets to the New York dressing type 
of operation. This advance brought the consumer higher quality 
poultry and reflected a greater return to the producer. Later, 
through still greater technological advances, the poultry industry 
moved from the New York dressed era to the fully eviscerated, ready- 
to-cook, modern type of operation, until today about 90 per cent of 
our total output is fully eviscerated before it reaches the retail store, 
restaurant, or other institutional user. Much of this progress was 
made, too, under the most difficult conditions existing during the 4 
years of World War II, with its serious shortages in manpower and 
equipment. 

During the 10 postwar years, the poultry processors of this Nation, 
on a voluntary basis, have invested an estimated half-billion dollars 
in modernizing and improving their plant facilities and operations. 
We are currently spending about $214 million a year for voluntary 
Federal poultry inspection. In fact, this industry has probably 
spent more than any other food industry in attempting to give the con- 
sumer a wholesome product and one in which she can have complete 
confidence. Our purpose here today is to get an adequate, sound, and 
competent inspection program under mandatory Federal legislation. 

In changing from New York dressed to ready-to-cook, poultry 
processors have assumed a responsibility and task that formerly was 
undertaken in the consumer’s kitchen. The institute has always vig- 
orously promoted sound sanitation in the processing plant, and today’s 
modern operation is kitchen clean, with modern equipment, tile walls, 
cement floors, and adequate drainage, ventilation, lighting, and clean- 
ing and other sanitizing procedures. 

All of these improvements made by the processors, along with the 
tremendous strides made by growers, feed manufacturers, breeders, 
and the refrigeration industry, have been instrumental in virtually 
doubling the per capita consumption of poultry during the past 17 
years. The high consumer acceptance of this increased output of 
poultry products certainly indicates that the public has been getting 
a fine product—and not, as some claim, one of questionable whole- 
someness, 

From an era of a “farmyard operation” the poultry industry has 
moved into perhaps the fastest growing major food enterprise in the 
Nation. Poultry products now reflect the third largest. agricultural 
income in the country. Three of the ten fastest growing food items 
in the American market basket today come from the poultry industry ; 
in fact, frozen and canned poultry have become the second fastest 
growing food item in the United States. Sales of poultry products 
at, the retail counter are valued at more than $6 billion a year. Out 
of every consumer’s food dollar, eleven and a fraction cents are spent 
for poultry products. 
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In addition to improvement work in production, procurement, and 
processing, the institute devotes a great deal of time and money to 
research connected with poultry product improvement at all levels. 
Our research council is composed of more than 50 of the Nation’s lead- 
ing poultry scientists, including personnel from universities and land- 
grant colleges and the United States Department of Agriculture, as 
well as industry technologists. Our merchandising program deals 
with quality maintenance, including such important factors as pack- 
aging, refrigeration, and distribution. For the last 4 years, the insti- 
tute has held regional sanitation schools for poultry processors, and 
in 1952, we published a sanitation guide which has been widely dis- 
tributed and sought after not only ‘by industry but by various Gov- 
ernment agencies, including the quartermaster general and public 
health officials. 

Nearly 5 years ago, it became apparent that there was a serious need 
to coordinate our expanding, inereasingly important, poultry market- 
ing operations, with the various health and sanitation requirements 
and regulations at Federal, State, county, and municipal levels. Con- 
flicting requirements among different localities had already caused 
some interference with the growing movement of poultry interstate, 
even from the USDA inspected plants, and both industry and the 
consumer were faced with the prospect of additional costly, unjustified 
trade barriers. 

At that time, the institute urged the United States Public Health 
Service to establish, with the institue, a liaison group, half from Pub- 
lic Healh and half from industry, to study this problem. Our sug- 
gestion was adopted, a liaison group was formed, and just about a 
year ago, the United States Public Health Service published a uniform 

sanitation code for poultry processing which represented the com- 
bined efforts of industry and Public Health. 

This industry is justifiably proud of the great record it has made 
and is now making. Obviously, it is not without problems, however. 
Several years ago, ornithosis was found in some of the turkey flocks 
in one of the important turkey-producing States. Since ornithosis 
is not transmissable to humans through consumption, it has no con- 
sumer significance in the light of all scientific facts known to date. 
However, it does present an : occupational hazard to processing plant 
workers. For this reason, the various industry interests involved 
asked the institute to take the lead in working out a solution to the 
problem. 

A program was developed and techniques established to protect 
plant personnel. The industry secured the services of Dr. K. F. 
Meyer, the world’s authority on ornithosis, to meet in Washington 
with representatives from the Food and Drug Administration, the 
United States Public Health Service, the Quartermaster Corps, the 
United States Department of Agriculture, and the institute, to discuss 
the implications of ornithosis. Shortly following this meeting, Mrs. 
Hobby, then Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, issued a 
press release stating that there was no consumer hazard involved and 
recognized the carefully controlled program which the industry had 
put into effect. A national committee was formed, to work with any 
similar outbreaks if and when they occurred, and to foster organized 
research in this field. 
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It should be pointed out here that industry found the AMS poultry 
inspection personnel most cooperative and helpful in meeting this 
problem. In plants where suspect turkeys were involved, the “AMS 
inspection people contributed their practical knowledge of poultry 
pathology to help safeguard the health of the plant workers and to 
otherwise cope with the problem. This seems an appropriate place 
to commend the AMS for the excellent poultry inspection services 
it has provided on a voluntary basis. We know of no instance where 
poultry has ever been seized because it was not wholesome at the time 
the United States Department of Agriculture inspection legend was 
placed on it. It is important to note, too, that the uniform sanitary 
code published by the United States Public Health Service was based 
on the regulations governing AMS poultry inspection. 

Much of the testimony on a 3176, as well as of the testimony given 
June 18 and 19, on the bills now under consideration, leaves the im- 
pression that when consumers buy poultry today, they are risking their 
health. This is far from the truth. In a recent hearing before 
House Appropriations Subcommittee, Congressman Fogarty, of 
Rhode Island asked Mr. Larrick, Commissioner of the Food and Drug 
Administration—and I quote the record: 


What about these outbreaks that I have heard about, caused by eating chicken? 
Do you know anything about them? 


To this Mr. Larrick replied: 


We haven’t been able to establish any firm cases where a person contracted 
a contagious diease from the consumption of diseased poultry. 


In other testimony concerning mandatory inspection, it has been 
reported that about 25 percent of the food-poisoning cases may be 
attriouted to poultry and poultry products, leaving the impression 
that uninspected poultry is to blame for these outbreaks and that 
mandatory inspection for wholesomeness, these food-poisoning cases 
will be eliminated. This simply is not true. As in the case with 
other food products, most of these food-poisoning cases result from 
negligence in handling the food after processing. Poultry is a widely 
used, utilitarian food that lends itself admirably to creamed dishes, 

sandwiches and salads. Further, many birds are stuffed before baking 
or roasting. If such dishes are not properly refrigerated or properly 
handled after cooking, illness can follow, the same as with other foods 
which are mishandled. 

It is our opinion that a sound workable mandatory inspection law 
would give the consumer added assurance that the product she buys 
is wholesome and sanitary. The consumer has very right to this 
assurance, and no one is more interested in seeing that it is provided 
than the poultry industry itself. 

Testimony has been offered em hasizing the need for placing 
mandatory inspection under qualified veterinary supervision. We 
agree fully with this thesis. During the 12 years I have served as 
president of the institute, I have been intimately familiar with the 
mspection service, its functions, its personnel, and its administration. 
Under the Department organization, the Poultry Division is respon- 
sible for the inspection for wholesomeness service. The service is 
organized in a Poultry Inspection Branch, headed by a highly quali- 
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fied graduate veterinarian with a service record in poultry inspection 
of over 25 years. This Poultry Inspection Branch is a unit under 
the Director of the Poultry Division of AMS just as the Meat In- 
spection Branch is a unit under the Director of livestock programs 
in ARS. 

Both of these branches are staffed with qualified veterinarians 
supervising their respective inspection activities. 

The record shows that all poultry supervisors (circuit, area, and 
national), and all mspectors in charge of plants, are qualified veter- 
inarians. I refer to this fact since the impression may have been 
left with this committee, as no doubt it was with the subcommittee 
that heard S. 3176, that neither the crew of 300 veterinary inspectors, 
nor their supervisory veterinarians were qualified, and that all would 
be well if only the service were transferred from the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Banch to the Meat Inspection Branch, under another set of 
veterinarians, who graduated from the same veterinary schools, had 
the same formal training, and belong to the same professional organi- 
zations, but have had little, if any, experience with poultry inspection. 

Since red meats and poultry are highly competitive, and since poul- 
try consumption per capita is less than one-fifth of red-meat con- 
sumption, but is growing twice as fast, it is only natural and logical 
that our industry believes that a mandatory poultry-inspection pro- 
gram should be under its own division which has accumulated 28 years 
of unparalleled experience. 

Frequently, it has been difficult for industry to make poultry sales 
to the red-meat buyer for retail stores. In many ways, this could be 
expected. As poultry consumption increased, it was only natural 
that a poultry buyer was added to their staff—and poultry sales 
boomed. This multi-billion-dollar industry has come of age and 
needs an inspection service which will devote its full time and atten- 
tion to the need of the consumer for and the desire of the industry 
to supply an abundance of top-quality, wholesome product at com- 
petitive prices with red meat. 

The soundness of the present poultry-inspection program is further 
illustrated by the fact that the armed services of the United States, 
the largest purchaser of food products in the world, each member of 
which consumes annually about 50 pounds of poultry products, or 
more than 50 percent over the Nation’s civilian consumption rate, no 
longer uses its own corps of veterinarians in plants operating under 
the United States Department of Agriculture’s poultry-inspection 
— 

S. 3588 would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture after a public 
hearing to designate large centers of sopulation and to extend the 
provisions of this act to such centers. Whether this provision which 
would extend to the consumer of such markets and to the local plants 
serving such markets the benefits of inspection, is a point upon which 
reasonable men might differ. An analysis of this provision leads us 
to the conclusion that it is desirable. 

We must not overlook the fact that these large centers of population 
are the principal markets of the Nation—that of necessity the greater 
proportion of the product consumed in these areas moves in interstate 
commerce. Thus, we are certain to have in these markets large quan- 
tities of interstate product being marketed in competition with locally 
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produced product. Since these products must compete with one an- 
other, the conditions affecting them should be substantially equivalent. 
Otherwise one or the other is likely to suffer. There are, of course, 
different ways in which equality could be brought about. The State 
or city involved could legislate and impose a compulsory inspection 
program applicable to locally produced poultry which is equivalent 
to Federal inspection. At present, few States or cities, however, have 
enacted legislation comparable to the present poultry-inspection pro- 
gram. We think it is significant to note that after 50 years of com- 
pulsory Federal red-meat inspection, only a very few States have 
provided inspection programs comparable to the Federal program of 
inspection. 

Under 8. 3588 provision is made for cooperation between the Fed- 
eral Government and those States which may desire to legislate in this 
field, in which event there would be no necessity for market designa- 
tion. On the other hand, some of the States or cities which do not wish 
to establish poultry inspection programs may find it desirable to have 
all poultry marketed in these large centers under the Federal inspec- 
tion program in order to give the consumers of such markets the 
assurance of inspection and to give the local plants serving such areas 
the benefits of inspection so that they may compete and market their 
products to those outlets which may require Federal inspection. Un- 
der such circumstances the consumer of poultry would be given com- 
plete protection and all producers of poultry would be able to compete 
for the entire market without discrimination. The importance of 
this provision can perhaps best be illustrated by the testimony of one 
of the witnesses in behalf of one of the consumer organizations who 
stated that board members of her organization had decided that very 
soon it will be in order for housewives to refuse to buy poultry that 
does not show that it has been Government inspected. Likewise cer- 
tain important retail markets for poultry products now handle only 
product which has been federally inspected. This provision of S. 3588 
would provide a method whereby local producers who have been serv- 
ing these principal consumer markets for years past may have the 
opportunity to obtain Federal inspection which may be necessary to 
the conduct of their business. 

This provision relating to designation of large consuming centers 
of population and the provision for Federal-State cooperation appears 
to us to be sound, practical provisions which will enable a compulsory 
Federal inspection program to be best adapted to this industry under 
our dual form of government. It is not possible under S. 3983 to 
earry out cooperative programs between the Federal and State Gov- 
ernments or to provide the benefits of Federal inspection on locally 
produced product to the consumer or to the local producer serving the 
large consuming centers. Indeed, one of the chief proponents of 
S. 3983 has publicly stated for the record that his association does not 
desire that there be cooperation between the Federal Government and 
the States. Of course, there is nothing in S. 3588 which would force 
cooperation on any State that did not desire it, but we believe that it 
would be undesirable not to provide authority for the benefit of those 
States and cities which may desire it. Experience has demonstrated 
the benefits of Federal-State cooperation, so much so that it would 
be wasteful of the committee’s time for me to burden this record with 


details. 
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The principle of designating large centers of population as inter- 
state markets is not new. The Congress authorized this procedure in 
1935 with respect to live poultry under the Packers and Stockyards 
Act. We, therefore, believe thatthe provision authorizing designation 
is a sound one providing necessary flexibility to meet conditions as 
they may arise and best serve the interests of both the consumer and 
the producer. 

The poultry industry believes that the decision regarding the agency 
within the Department of Agriculture which should administer poul- 
try inspection should be left to the discretion of the Secretary. This 
is provided for in S. 3588, whereas S. 3983 would establish poultry 
inspection merely as a section under the Meat Inspection Branch. 
As has previously been indicated, the Department of Agriculture has 
provided a poultry-inspection program to industry on a voluntary 
basis over a period of 28 years. We feel that the experience gained 
during this period should be utilized. We feel too that there should 
be recognition of the fact that poultry-meat food products and red- 
meat food products are extremely competitive for the consumer's 
dollar. The poultry industry has had experience extending over many 
years of having been a part of an administrative unit having responsi- 
bilities in other commodity fields. For example, it was not until 
1946 that a separate administrative unit was organized to handle the 
problems of the poultry industry. Actually the agency in which a 
function is performed, more often than not, results from the growth 
of an activity. The Meat Inspection Branch before the reorganiza- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture under the present adminis- 
tration was a part of the old Bureau of Animal Industry. It did not 
become a part of the Agricultural Research Service until the reor- 
ganization of the Department in 1953. The poultry-inspection pro- 
gram has been developed and administered very capably by the 
Poultry Division. This Division was, prior to the present adminis- 
tration, a branch under the Preduction and Marketing Adminis- 
tration. Today it is a division under the Agricultural Marketing 
Service. It seems to us that in determining the administrative unit 
which should administer such a program, the Secretary should be left 
free to use his discretion so that he would not be prevented from 
taking full advantage of the many years of accumulated experience 
and giving full recognition to the needs of the program. 

Witnesses from labor organizations and others favoring S. 3983 have 
urged the adoption of language which would require an ante mortem 
inspection of all poultry bird by bird. The National Grange and 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, the two largest farm organi- 
zations in the Nation, and the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, urged that the legislation give to the Secretary of Agriculture 
the authority to require antemortem inspection whenever and to the 
extent he determines such inspection necessary to assure the whole- 
someness of the product. We favor the provisions of S. 3588, which 
would leave this determination to the Secretary of Agriculture because 
the necessity of antemortem inspection is not a matter which should 
be legislatively determined in the abstract. 

This can best be illustrated, I believe, by the fact that with all of 
the experts who have testified before you, not one has told what he 
means by antemortem inspection, or what would be required if it 
were made mandatory by law. Since these witnesses have not said 
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what they mean by antemortem inspection, are we to presume that 
they refer to the classical definition “observation by a qualified person 
of each mdividual animal at rest and im motion.” This obviously 
would not be feasible or practical except under the strongest showing 
for the necessity of such a type of inspection. 

We sincerely believe that the interests of all would best be served 
by the provisions of S. 3588, which would give full authority to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to perform such inspections as he determines 
necessary to assure a wholesome product for the consumer. This is 
consistent with the legislative proposal of the American Veterinary 
Medical Association of August 1955, covering meat and poultry in- 
spection. It is also consistent with the provisions of the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act, which for 50 years has left this determination to the discretion 
of the Secretary. 

In the course of the testimony before this committee it appears 
that one witness made a determined attack on the integrity of the 
Department of Agriculture and the poultry industry using the poult 
inspection service. This attack, in our opinion, has little to do with 
the legislation before this committee, but because of its unwarranted 
nature and the extent to which this witness has gone in an effort to 
convinee this committee that it should by legislative mandate place the 
poultry mspection program under the Meat Branch requires a brief 
comment from me. I refer to the charges made by this witness that 
the agency of the Department which has developed and administered 
the poultry inspection program is producer-protective, anticonsumer, 
and without integrity. 

These statements are excellent illustrations of the use of the big-lie 
technique, in that they consist purely of mountainous charges which 
the witness attempts to support by reference to a contract provision in 
the regulations, relating to the processor responsibility for meeting the 
costs involved in the transfer of inspectors. The witness asserted that 
this provision demonstrated the fact that the Department transfers 
inspectors at the will of the user of the service. This charge was 
repeated before this committee, notwithstanding the fact that the 
United States Department of Agriculture informed the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare that the decision with respect to 
the movement of inspection personnel is at the sole discretion of the 
Department of Agriculture. Reasonable inquiry on the part of the per- 
son making these unwarranted charges would have disclosed that no 
employee has ever been or could ever be transferred at the whim of 
the user of the service, or that the industry had any part in the formula- 
tion of the provision of the regulation referred to. I am confident 
that the committee will not be misled by such innuendos, but I did feel 
compelled to point out the complete lack of substance of this scurrilous 
charge. 

Section 18 (c) of S. 3588 would retain in its entirety the sphere 
in which the Food and Drug Administration has so long and 7 
rendered its invaluable services to the consuming public. It would, 
however, prevent duplication and overlapping of functions, and in this 
respect is: quite analogous to the provision of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act which exempts from that act the functions of the 
red meat inspection service. Unless this provision is mcluded in 
the legislation, an impossible situation would be created with two 
Federal agencies exercising regulatory authority over the same ac- 
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tivity. Under S. 3588 the Secretary of Agriculture would have the 
responsibility covering processing operations and the Food and Drug 
Administration would take over the regulatory activity after such 
processing operations were completed. 

The provisions of S. 3588 relating to the effective date is clearly 
essential to the orderly movement to a system of compulsory inpec- 
tion. S, 3983, which would have the effect of stopping all movements 
of poultry in interstate commerce after January 1, 1957, unless it was 
federally inspected, is completely unpractical. Under S. 3588, all 
poultry moving in interstate commerce would be required to be in- 
spected after July 1, 1958, but it also makes provision for those proces- 
sors who voluntarily wish to do so to come under the provisions of 
the inspection act any time after the enactment of the act and before 
July 1, 1958. Anyone acquainted with the problems inherent in 
bringing the poultry industry under compulsory inspection and pro- 
viding a staff to perform such inspections would realize that a period 
of not less than 2 years will be necessary to recruit and train a staff to 
perform inspections; to develop and promulgate the necessary regula- 
tions and for plants to meet the requirements of the regulations and 
for plant management to become familiar with these requirements. 

We also are in accord with the provisions of both bills which pro- 
vide for the payment of the cost of inspection from appropriated 
funds as is the red meat inspection program. 

In considering this legislation, we think that it is of the utmost 
importance for the committee to recognize the virtual impossibility of 
foreseeing all of the problems and difficulties which may be attend- 
ant to the imposition of a compulsory system of Federal poultry in- 
spection since such a program will regulate only a portion of the total 
production. Therefore, we think it extremely important that every 
consideration be given to the various provisions of 8S, 3588 which 
appear to us to be designed to assist in the orderly adoption and 
transition to a system of compulsory Federal inspection in a manner 
which will give maximum protection to the consumer and provide 
equality of treatment among producers and the different producing 
areas. 

We wish to thank this committee for the privilege accorded us to 
appear and to present the views of the Institute of American Poultry 
Industries. 

Gentlemen, we certainly appreciate the opportunity of appearing 
before you. 

Senator Ciements. Dr. Carpenter, I take it your statement was 
prepared on the basis of the original bill, S. 3588 # 

Dr. Carpenter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciements. I repeat to you what I previously said to the 
entire group, if you want to file any supplementary statement, you 
may. 

Dr. Carpenter. Yes, we have 2 statements, Mr. Chairman, on 2 
of the amendments by the Secretary, which apparently have consid- 
erable significance to the industry. 

On page 10, section 10, the proposed amendment to the act by the 
Department of Agriculture, would make all persons engaged in the 
business of processing, transporting, shipping, or receiving pocley 
products keep certain records. This substantially changes the pro- 
visions of section 10 in the bill. Section 10 in the bill requires carriers 
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and other persons shipping or receiving poultry to make records 
showing the movement of poultry in commerce available to the De- 
partment on his request. It also further provides that evidence ob- 
tained from any person shall not be used in a criminal prosecution 
against such person. It further exempts carriers from other provi- 
sions of the act which to us seems a most desirable provision. The 
provisions of section 10 in the bill give the Secretary of Agriculture 
the same authority as is given to the Food and Drug Administration 
under the Food and Drug Act and, therefore, seems to us to be the 
most desirable provision. 

Now, on page 12, section 12, under penalties, the proposed amend- 
ment of the Department which would change the period of maximum 
penalties from 6 months to 1 year and from 1 year to 2 years and the 
increase in the maximum fine as recommended by the Department 
amendment would bring the penalties in line with the Meat Inspection 
Act and the Food and Drug Act which, while we believe they are 
unnecessarily severe, we would not interpose objection. 

We do, however, seriously question the necessity or desirability of the 
new provision beginning on line 13 which would purport to make the 
employer criminally liable for an act of an employee regardless of 
whether the employer had any knowledge or part in such violation. 
No such provision is contained in either the Meat Inspection Act or 
the Food and Drug Act and we do not believe such a drastic provision is 
necessary for the efficient administration of this proposed legislation. 
Therefore, we would strongly recommend its deletion. 

Those are our basic comments, Senator Clements, on the amendments 
as proposed by the Department of Agriculture. I would like to offer 
for the record one of the sections that I briefed, which perhaps I should 
not, because in the processing industries throughout the United States 
which we represent so broadly, we published several years ago, in 1952, 
a manual on poultry-plant sanitation which I would like to offer for 
the record. 

Senator CLements. What is the length of it, Doctor? 

Dr. Carpenter. It can be taken from the covers, you see. 

Senator Crements. What is the length of it? 

Dr. CarrentEr. I don’t wish to read it. 

Senator CLements. It is 10 or 12 pages? 

Dr. Carpenter. About 15 pages. 

Senator Ctements. It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The manual referred to is as follows :) 


Povuttry PLANT SANITATION 
Institute of American Poultry Industries 
MEET JOE SMITH 


Suppose you didn’t keep your processing, packaging, and merchandising opera- 
tions up to date. You wouldn’t be in business very long, would yeu? 

But how about your plant sanitation? Is is up to date too? Or didn’t you 
think it would be worth the bother? Or have you just been too busy to give it 
much thought? 

If so—isn’t it time to do something about it? You can’t afford to put it off 
too long. 

For one thing—clean wholesome food sells better—consumers prefer it. 

For another—as a food processor, you’re serving the public—and you have a 
responsibility to consumers. 
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And then there are city, State, and Federal regulations that make it illegal 
to operate an unsanitary food establishment. 

So you really need good, up-to-date sanitation—don’t you—the same as you 
need modern processing methods? 

And just what does it take to keep a plant clean? To have a clean operation? 
To turn out clean products? This story of Joe Smith’s operation tells what it 
takes. It tells how one poultry processor—we call him Joe Smith—keeps his 
plant, his operations, and his products clean and sanitary. 

You can use Joe’s operation to check up on your own practices. You can put 
some of Joe’s ideas to work in your own plant. You can make the same improve- 
ments Joe has made. 

Not that he claims his operation is the last word—there may be other operations 
better than his. But he’s doing a good job on sanitation. You can do as well or 
better. Just don’t get discouraged when you start. If you can’t do everything at 
once—take a few steps at a time. But take them. They’ll pay off for you. And 
you'll like the results. 

New developments in processing and sanitation will be coming along from 
time to time—and Joe will be keeping pace with them. As he makes these changes 
and improvements, we plan to add some new chapters to this story. 

And if and when Joe builds a new plant—or does some major remodeling on 
his old one—we'll add a special chapter on building good sanitation into new 
construction. 

This story could not have been written without the fact supplied. by the 
institute’s research committee and its special subeommittee—people with con- 
siderable training and experience in practical, effective plant sanitation. For 
their excellent help, we are particularly indebted to J. L. Cherry, O. H. Davis, 
T. L. Hugé, R. W. Kline, C. H. Koonz, J. R. Kurtz, W. C. Loy, W. W. Moss, H. B. 
Richie, R. W. Schultz, and A. J, Steffen, Jane Wasmuth, editor. 


YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION 


As you drive up to Joe’s plant you think to yourself, “If he keeps the inside 
of his plant as neat and clean as he keeps the outside—he must turn out a good, 
clean product.” 

You look at the grounds around the plant. They’re neat and orderly. The 
grass is cut. You don’t see any tall weeds. You don’t see any old equipment or 
trash. And you have a feeling Joe must be a pretty smart businessman. 
Obviously, he isn’t keeping his premises well groomed just for fun. He must 
know first impressions count a lot. And he must know he can’t do a good job 
of controlling inspects and rodents if he’s got a lot of weeds and junk in his yard. 
Of course, he’s probably pretty proud of the way things look, too. And he’s got a 
right to be. , 

You wonder what Joe’s doing about drainage. He must have a good system. 
You don’t see any water standing around the plant. No public nuisance or health 
hazard here. Joe’s used crushed roek to fill in some low areas (he could have 
used cinders instead, of course, or some other material that would do the same 
job). And he’s put black top on areas that have to stand a lot of traffic. 
Concrete would do the same trick, of course. 

You sniff the air. It smells clean and fresh. Joe’s licked any problem of 
objectionable odors from sewage all right. He must be getting rid of his liquid 
and solid wastes so they don’t accumulate and create a public nuisance or health 
hazard. So he doesn’t have to worry about meeting local regulations on waste 
disposal. And you see he’s using eovered metal containers for feathers, blood, 
and other wastes. This prevents fly breeding. It discourages rodents. And 
you don’t have to hold your nose. 

Another thing, Joe’s hard-surfaced his driveways—to help keep dust out of his 
plant. Here again, he could have gotten the same results by oiling them or by 
using calcium chloride whenever they started te get dusty. You can keep 
calcium chioride from corroding trucks and other equipment by adding an in- 
hibitor—like Banox. 

And what about the plant itself? As you’d expect, it looks neat and clean, 
too. The outside is in good repair. You can tell the wooden structures are 
painted regularly. The docks are solid and substantial. They’re clean and 
free from refuse. You look under the dock, thinking maybe Joe missed one. 
But no, sir, it’s clean as a whistle, too—no waste paper—no broken bottles—no 
weeds. 
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NOW STEP INSIDE 


Joe’s glad to see you. In fact he ean hardly wait until you get your coat 
off before he starts showing you around. 

As you take off on your tour of Joe’s plant, you notice a lot of things. 

The floors first—In the rooms where Joe processes or stores poultry products, 
he’s made his floors out of materials he can clean easily. They’re smooth and 
they’re clean. There aren’t any puddles around, and all of his drains are trapped. 
He showed us where he’d taken out all the wooden molding from the floors and 
walls, and calked all the cracks up tight. “Couldn’t really get these rooms clean 
pefore,” he explained. “That white traffic border isn’t absolutely necessary, but 
it’s a big help. Lightens up the corners.” He pointed to a white strip about 12 
inches wide around the edge of the floor and 12 inches high around the walls. 

And the walls and ceilings—In rooms where he handles or stores poultry 
products Joe’s made a special point of building the walls, ceilings, partitions, 
posts, doors, and all other parts of the room structure, with materials and finishes 
he can clean easily and thoroughly. Here, too, Joe has all the cracks and crevices 
ealked and sealed up so insects and rodents can’t hide out in them. 

Outside openings.—Joe’s doors, windows, skylights, transoms, ventilators, 
and other openings are tight fitting and free of holes. He uses screens, fans, 
and other suitable devices on the outside openings, to keep insects from coming 
in. His outside doors are self-closing. That is, except for receiving and shipping 
platforms. When the outside doors are closed they don’t clear the walls or floors 
more than one-fourth inch. His screens fit tight, and his screen doors swing 
out—not in. The doorways that stay open a good part of the time aren’t one 
bit larger than they have to be. And he uses fly fans. 

The window sills and door casings are flush with the walls—at least they are 
on the inside. That way the walls are easier to clean, and the sills don’t pro- 
vide such an inviting home for insects. 

On some of his outside doors Joe has metal flashing 8 inches or more high 
on the outside. “We feel it helps keep rodents from ruining those doors when 
they try to get in,” Joe explained. 

These built-in controls are particularly important in the feeding station and 
receiving room, Joe pointed out, because other rodent and insect controls just 
won't do the job in those places. 

Lighting.—You don’t have to strain your eyes to see things in Joe’s plant. 
He believes in providing plenty of light, especially for his poultry handling oper- 
ations. And he keeps his light fixtures in good repair. “The State law calls 
for good lighting,” said Joe. “Besides, it makes for better working conditions 
and we need it for our housekeeping inspection.” 

Ventilation.—Joe controls the ventilation in each room—with plenty of fresh 
air coming in and a good exhaust system taking out the old air. But he doesn’t 
have the ventilation system in his feeding station connected with the ventilation 
system in his processing rooms. “If I did,” said Joe,” I might as well be process- 
ing in the feeding station—and pack the feathers and dust right in with the 
finished birds.” On his forced-air intake system, Joe uses a filter to keep out- 
side dirt outside. “We keep our ventilating equipment cleaned just like we do 
other equipment,” Joe added, “so we don’t spread dust and soot around instead 
of fresh air.” 

Product protection.—Joe has his different operations located and organized 
so his finished products—as well as equipment that’s been cleaned—are pro- 
tected from contamination. He’s careful about using only insecticides and 
rodenticides approved for food-handling departments. And when he uses them 
he sees that they don’t contaminate his poultry products or handling equipment. 
Whenever he treats surfaces that come in contact with poultry products, with 
insecticides or rodenticides, he washes the surfaces free of residues before he 
uses them again. 

“We've learned to handle containers and equipment that come in contact 
with our edible products so they don’t contaminate those products either,” Joe 
said. “In fact,” he added, “it’s easier to be careful every step of the way. Then 
we don’t have to try and make up for carelessness some place along the line.” 

Joe stores the containers and apparatus he uses for his edible products 
entirely separate from the batteries, coops, and other equipment he uses for live 
poultry and inedible products. . 

The room where he receives his live birds is separate from his processin 
operations. And he’s seen to it that both the receiving room and the processing 
room are large enough to provide plenty of space for his employees and the 











148 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


equipment and products they work with. Tight-fitting, self-closing doors into 
processing, handling and storage areas help him protect his products from 
contamination too. 

And he has his buildings laid out and his equipment located so he doesn’t 
have a lot of traffic through the areas where he’s handling or storing poultry 
products—so his products are protected or out of the way where there’s em- 
ployee traffic—and so he can keep his finished products away from his hanging 
and killing operations. 

“If we didn’t keep insects, rodents, pets, and birds—sparrows and pigeons for 
example—out of the plant,” said Joe, “we’d be worrying all the time about their 
contaminating our packaging materials, our equipment, and our finished prod- 
ucts. That’s against the law. And it would certainly hurt our sales. We 
wouldn’t want to offer the public any food we wouldn’t feel like eating our- 
selves.” 

There’s a lot of truth in that old saying, “An ounce of prevention is worth a 
pound of cure.” Joe does use traps and baits for rats—and space and residual 
sprays for insecticides. But he’s found he can’t depend on them alone. If he 
had a lot of holes and cracks in his building—traps, baits and insecticides wouldn’t 
do him much good. Or he’d have to use them so often he’d soon run out of 
money. 

So Joe’s processing and supply storage buildings have been thoroughly rodent- 
proofed. All the holes in foundations have been bricked up or filled with con- 
crete—a 1:5 mix (1 part cement to 5 parts sand). All ventilation openings are 
protected with 34-inch galvanized wire mesh, or sheet metal with%<-inch perfora- 
tions. Joe’s used heavy sheet metal, masonry, or concrete to seal up holes and 
cracks under doors, around windows and chutes, and around pipes that pass 
through the outside building wall. Most outside doors are self-closing. And he 
has 8-inch strips of metal flashing along the bottom. A rat or mouse can get 
through an opening that isn’t any larger than its head. 

Joe’s gotten rid of double walls and false partitions. “In my case it’s cheaper,” 
he told us, “than trying to keep hollow places like that free of insects and ro- 
dents.” 

“We don’t leave any garbage scattered around, either,” he said, “we'd be asking 
for trouble if we did. A stray orange peel or two and an empty pop bottle could 
undo a good day’s work in short order. And they’d look pretty messy. We 
wouldn’t think of doing things like that in our own homes. It’s even more im- 
portant here.” 

Joe stores his poultry products and supplies—except heavy drums—at least 8 
inches off the floor and 18 inches from the wall. “We need that much room to 
get in there when we clean,” said Joe. 

Where it isn’t possible to screen openings where insects might get in, Joe uses 
a good fly fan, directed outward. If he used “electric screens” he’d back them 
up with 16 mesh screening—since common insects can get through openings larger 
than 16 mesh. 

Keeping stored feed free from infestation takes extra care. Joe checks the 
feed itself and the whole area where he keeps it, regularly. If he finds any in- 
fested feed he removes it and then treats the source of harborage, by using insec- 
ticides and sealing any cracks or crevices. If this didn’t do the trick, he might 
have to call in a trained fumigator. 

“IT haven’t time to look after all these details myself,” said Joe, “so I’ve put 
Bob Baker in charge. He’s directly responsible for our good housekeeping—or 
sanitation, if you prefer. And he does a good job too. He’s had training in this 
sort of work, and he keeps up with new products and new methods through his 
reading and through contacts with specialists. He gets a lot of help from State 
officials. And we sent him to the sanitation school the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries held for plant employees. He’s so sold on the value of good 
housekeeping himself—that he’s made the rest of the employees more conscious 
of it too. If I hadn’t been sold on it a long time ago, I’d bet he would have sold 
me too.” 

Toilet facilities and dressing rooms.—None of the toilet rooms in Joe’s plant 
open directly into any room where pouutry products are in the open. He has 
self-closing doors for the toilet rooms and dressing rooms. And he has outside 
ventilation for both. He installed toilets according to the number requirements 
set up in his local and State laws. And we could see right away that these toilet 
and dressing rooms were kept clean, in good repair, and free from insects and 
rodents. “One of Bob’s pet peeves is a messy, dirty toilet or dressing room,” 
said Joe, “and he goes out of his way to keep things in here just as clean and 
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neat as possible. The employees appreciate it—in fact, I don’t think they’d be 
very happy any other way—and they do their part too. Not that a few of them 
don’t slip once in awhile. But they soon hear about it from the others and it 
usually works out.” 

We noticed there were plenty of containers for refuse—cigarette butts, candy 
wrappers, pop bottles and the like. And we saw plain, neat signs up here and 
there, reminding employees to wash their hands before they went back to work. 

Looking inside one locker after another proved Joe was right about the em- 
ployees doing their part—we didn’t find a single one cluttered up with old clothes 
or trash. All lockers are raised up high enough so the floor can be cleaned under- 
neath, 

All of the toilets in Joe’s plant are inside. If he’d had any outside toilets 
on the premises, he‘d have to keep them in good condition too, to meet State 
health regulations. 

Hand-washing facilities—Joe has lavatory basins at convenient spots, with 
both hot and cold running water. He prefers either foot pedals or elbow or 
knee controls for these. And each basin has a soap dispenser with plenty 
of soap in it. There are sanitary towels in towel dispensers, and suitable tilt- 
top containers for used towels. “We don’t allow employees to use a common 
towel,” Joe said, “and we don’t let them return from a toilet to a room where 
we’re handling poultry products without first washing their hands in the lavatory 
basin. One of our supervisors is responsible for seeing that this sanitation 
measure is carried out.” 

Potable water supply.—Joe’s water supply is ample for his uses—he doesn’t 
try to skimp on water, even though he doesn’t let it go to waste either. And 
the water he uses is clean. And it’s potable—except for the water used in his 
condensers. He’s checked with his municipal officials to be sure it’s acceptable. 
Thanks to good planning, Joe has plenty of water available at the various spots 
it’s needed throughout the plant. And it’s protected against contamination and 
pollution. 

There are no cross-connections between the potable and nonpotable water 
supply lines. Supply lines are plainly labeled so they’re easy to identify . 

At convenient spots throughout the plant Joe has hose connections with steam 
and water mixing valves—or hot water hose connections. And his water pres- 
sure is strong enough to put real force into his hosing operations. “No sense 
in having our hose trail from one end of the plant to the other,” said Joe, “and 
a little trickle of water is just about as bad as no water at all.” 

Receiving room.—The platform used to unload live birds coming into the 
plant is completely separate from the rooms where Joe is handling or storing poul- 
try products. The receiving and unloading area is built so the workers can do 
their jobs without being crowded. And it’s built for “easy” housekeeping. Joe 
said the receiving room has to be checked and cleaned several times a day. 
His batteries and coops are cleaned after each use. And the seale pits are kept 
clean. Dead birds are dropped into covered metal containers marked ‘“‘Inedible.” 

Feeding station—Some people throw up their hands when it comes to trying 
to keep a feeding station clean. It isn’t the easiest thing in the world, but Joe 
feels his system is satisfactory. And he’s convinced it cuts down his good house- 
keeping chores in the rest of the plant, especially because it controls the dust 
from feed and feathers. He dry cleans the floors and uses lime when necessary 
to keep them more sanitary and help control odors. His walls and ceilings 
are free from cobwebs, dust and other dirt. He uses residual and space sprays 
to control insects. His batteries are lined up in straight rows. Feeding troughs 
are filled carefully so they don’t spill over. His feed mixer, trucks, buckets, and 
other feeding station equipment are cleaned every day. The batteries, feed 
pans, and water pans are thoroughly cleaned after each use—and oftener if it 
takes more frequent cleaning to keep the birds from standing in manure. Bags 
of feed are kept in neat piles—at least 8 inches off the floor and 18 inches from 
the wall. Refuse from the feeding station is removed every day. Metal refuse 
barrels are kept covered. Batteries are kept in good repair so the birds don’t 
come in contact with droppings. Joe is gradually getting rid of his old wooden 
batteries—whenever he needs a new one he buys a metal one. 

Battery-washing room.—Joe has a separate, partitioned enclosure where the 
batteries are washed, so this operation isn’t directly connected with his process- 
ing operation. This room has plenty of hot and cold water and good drainage. 
Some people prefer to use steam and cold water instead. It does just as well, 
as long as they have enough of it available. Joe has a special steam and water 
mixing unit that steps up his pressure. This device can deliver from 60 to 250 
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pounds of pressure—where the ordinary water pressure would only provide 6 to 
65 pounds of steam pressure, 

Killing area.—Joe confines the blood from his killing operations to a relatively 
small area * * * and sees that it doesn’t get splashed about the killing room. 
He has a good setup for disposing of blood quickly and safely. He uses bleeding 
troughs that are long enough to catch the blood while the birds are bleeding. 
He has these troughs pitched at a rate of one-half inch to the foot—toward a 
metal catch basin that’s big enough to take care of a day’s operation during 
peak production periods. These troughs are cleaned every day. (Joe prefers 
the metal trough, but a smooth concrete trough could be used satisfactorily.) 
He has his walls, floors, and all the equipment and utensils used in his killing 
operations washed and cleaned after each day’s operation. “And sometimes we 
have to clean up in here during the day, too,” Joe said. 

Scalding area.—Joe’s scalding equipment is made of metal and has smooth 
surfaces that can be thoroughly washed and cleaned. He empties and cleans 
it every day—and oftener if it needs it. There’s plenty of overflow—at least 
one-fourth gallon of water per bird. His force ventilation is strong enough to 
draw off the excess steam. 

Roughing area.—Joe has his mechanical pickers placed so they’re easy to clean. 
There’s enough space around them so he can take feathers out without any 
trouble and clean the whole machine thoroughly. He uses a continuous water 
spray on his roughers. And he keeps feathers from piling up during picking 
operations. “What about birds that fall on the floor?’ we asked. “Well, we 
try not to let that happen,” Joe replied, “but it does once in awhile in spite of 
everything—and you can bet your life we pick ’em up quick. The floor’s no place 
for birds.” 

On some of his machines Joe has safety guards around the moving parts. He's 
built these guards so he can take them off easily for thorough cleaning. He 
prefers sheet metal or metal grills fastened down securely with bolts and wing 
nuts. His mechanical pickers are thoroughly cleaned every day by scrubbing 
and hosing. 

Pinning and finishing area.—In Joe’s final washing operations, the carcasses 
pass through a system of sprays. This system provides plenty of fresh, clean 
water under pressure so all parts of the carcass are cleaned. Where a plant 
doen't use water under pressure for this, it should use spraying equipment that 
produces a gentle scrubbing action. Joe’s washing system is set up so loose 
feathers and dirt from shackles aren’t washed onto carcasses. He keeps this 
“hock spray’ from hitting above the shackles. 

Birds to be marketed in New York dressed form are “milked” to remove all 
the feed in the crop and gullet. 

They're vented to remove fecal material from the cloaca. But no birds are 
vented on mechanical picking equipment. 

And their heads are washed thoroughly, to remove blood and feed from the 
mouth and head. 

Eviscerating room.—lIn here the ceilings and walls are made of materials that 
have smooth surfaces and resist moisture. Joe keeps the floors clean, reasonably 
dry during eviscerating operations, and free from all refuse. 

The metal conveyors are made so they can be cleaned easily and quickly. 
They're operated so each bird can be eviscerated in a sanitary manner, and so it 
ean be adequately inspected for condition and wholesomeness. 

Overhead conveyors are built and kept in good condition so that grease, oil, 
and dirt don’t accumulate on the shackles. His shackles are made of metal that 
won't rust. These same points apply where plants use drop chains instead of 
shackles. 

Joe uses synchronized overhead conveyors and tray conveyors, and his trays 
are completely washed and sanitized after they’re automatically emptied of in- 
edible viscera. 

If Joe were using a conveyor tray operation—without overhead shackles— 
he’d eviscerate each carcass in an individual metal tray of seamless construction, 
and he’d completely wash and sanitize the trays after each use. 

If he were using a metal trough under his conveyor—he’d have the trough 
long enough to reach from the point where the carcass is opened to the point 
where all the viscera have been removed. With this equipment, he’d use a 
water spray to flush the trough continuously. 

If he didn’t use any conveyor at all—he’d eviseerate each carcass in an indi- 
vidual metal tray of seamless construction. 
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Joe keeps his mechanized packaging equipment clean and sanitary. The belt- 
type conveyor that moves his packaged poultry isn’t metal—but it’s waterproof. 
And it’s Kept clean all the time. 

His eviscerating and cutting tables are metal. They have coved corners, and 
they’re built and placed so they can be cleaned thoroughly. “We used to use 
cutting boards,” said Joe, “because they aren’t so hard on knives. But they’re 
hard to keep clean and sanitary. Ours were removable, so we could clean and 
sanitize them every day. Even so, we finally decided to replace them with these 
metal tables. I guess it was a good move. But I understand there’s a new 
patented cutting board on the market now, made of non-porous rubber-like ma- 
terial. Some plants find it works out very well.” 

All the equipment Joe uses in preparing ready-to-cook or cut-up poultry is 
kept clean and sanitary all the time. This includes the tables, shelves, bins, 
trays, pans, knives. Cleaned equipment and utensils are drained on racks. 
They aren’t nested. 

Carcasses are washed with water inside and out, by a spray-washing ma- 
chine. “We use plenty of water and plenty of pressure for this,’® Joe said, “so 
the birds come out clean. You couldn’t get ‘em clean if you tried to wash 
‘em in a tank.” 

Joe uses watertight metal containers for inedible viscera and other wastes 
from his eviscerating operations. He removes this offal in red containers 
marked “Inedible” often enough that it doesn’t create a nuisance in the plant. 

He built his own water tight trucks and containers to handle and hold diseased 
and discarded parts and carcasses. They’re made so he can easily give them 
a good cleaning. And they’re painted red and marked “Inedible” in big 
letters. 

Drums, cans, tanks, vats, and other containers used to hold or move dressed 
or ready-to-cook poultry are kept clean and sanitary. 

Ice chilling area.—Joe uses metal vats and tanks to ice chill his dressed and 
ready-to-cook birds. These containers get a thorough cleaning once a day. 

His ice shovels are metal—they have smooth surfaces—and they’re free from 
rust. Joe keeps them spick and span and he stores them off the floor. “You 
don’t catch us using them for anything else,” said Joe. His ice bins and ice 
containers are metal too. And they're cleaned every day. “We don’t over- 
look our ice manufacturing tanks either,” Joe told us, “they have to be kept clean 
and sanitary if we expect them to turn out clean ice. And we keep our ice off 
the floor.” He spray-washes ice before it’s crushed. And his metal ice crushers 
get washed at least once a day. 

“We use enough clean ice on the birds to cover them—and enough to keep 
the temperature at 36° to 38° F. or below, all the time the birds are being chilled,” 
said Joe. “We don’t let the birds stay in the chill tank after their internal body 
temperatures are down where they should be—35° to 38° F. Except that once in 
awhile we have to hold some birds in the chill tanks overnight. When this 
happens, we add enough crushed ice to keep internal body temperatures at 36° 
F’. or less.” 

Grading and packing area.—Joe has enough grading tables and packing tables 
to keep his poultry from falling on the floor, As his wooden tables and wooden 
bins wear out, he’s replacing them with metal ones. All of the equipment in 
here is high enough off the floor so that no part of any bird can touch the floor. 
Joe keeps the equipment clean at all times. Graders’ and packers’ gloves are 
washed every day. So are the grading bins. 

Separating various operations.—No birds are received, fed, or killed in Joe’s 
eviscerating room. “We did some remodeling about 2 years ago,” Joe said, “and 
that was when we divided our three major operations into three separate rooms. 
It gave us one room for receiving and feeding live birds. It gave us another 
room—entirely separate, you understand—for our killing, roughing, and pinning 
operations, and for chilling and packing the few New York dressed birds we still 
handle from time to time. And it gave us a third room—entirely separate—for 
our eviscerating operations. 

The birds move directly from the dressing area into the eviscerating room. 
We have our conveyor line moving through that opening in the wall over there, 
so we don’t have to take the birds off the line and hang them up again. Some 
people give dressed birds a final pinning in the eviscerating room, but we don’t 
like that arrangement as well. Of. course we package our ready-to-cook birds 
in our eviscerating reom.” 

Cooler.—Joe ice chills most of his birds. But he keeps his cooler cold enough 
to bring the internal temperatures of dressed and ready-to-cook birds down to 








152 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


36° to 40° F. within 24 hours. And his refrigeration unit holds the tempera- 
ture fairly constant when he brings warm poultry into the cooler. 

The interior surfaces in his cooler are resistant to moisture and easy to 
clean. He keeps the cooler free from objectionable odors. And he keeps it 
clean and sanitary. You don’t find the cooler coils dripping on poultry. And 
he has moderate air circulation all the time. 

The floor drains in the cooler are properly trapped into the sewer system. 

Freezer.—The inside of Joe’s freezer is clean as can be. The surfaces are 
resistant to moisture. And he keeps everything in the freezer clean and free 
from objectionable odors. He has floor racks or pallets in here, to keep products 
off the floor and make them easier to move. He doesn’t let the freezer coils 
drip down on the poultry. 

Refuse room.—This is entirely separate from the other rooms in Joe’s plant 
It has tight-fitting doors and it’s well ventilated. It’s equipped with hot water, 
though steam could be used instead. It has cold water, too. And the other 
facilities are adequate to do a good job of washing refuse cans and other equip- 
ment. The room—and the cans and equipment in it—are cleaned after each 
day’s use. Refuse is moved out to the loading dock, where it’s picked up 
promptly. 

Storage and supply room.—Joe sees that the floors, walls, and ceilings are kept 
clean and dry in here. All of his supplies are kept clean and dry, too. They're 
neat and orderly. And they’re protected from contamination. He has his sun 
plies stored on racks 8 inches off the floor and 18 inches from the wall. “We 
keep this room free of open packages, wrappers, liners, ingredients, and other 
materials that don’t belong in here,” said Joe. “And we don’t use it as a catch- 
all for worthless supplies and junk. When we don’t need things anymore, we 
throw ’em out—right then and there.” 

Joe’s particularly careful about keeping rodents and insects out of his storage 
and supply room. “It might be easy to overlook them if we didn’t check up 
often enough,” he said. “And supplies are too expensive these days to risk dam- 
age and contamination through carelessness or trying to hurry.” 

Joe keeps materials and dismantled equipment that are temporarily out of 
use in a storage room where poultry isn’t handled or stored. 

He doesn’t clutter up other rooms with materials or equipment he isn’t using 


regularly in those rooms. “Things like that would only get in our way,” said 
Joe, ‘ particularly when we’re cleaning the floors.” 

Boiler and engine room.—Tight-fitting, self-closing doors separate Joe’s boiler 
room from the rest of his plant. This room is orderly, too. It’s in good repair. 
And there aren’t any useless materials or equipment laying around. The coal 
pile is not next to Joe’s processing area. 


CLEAN HANDS AND CLEAN CLOTHES 


Joe doesn’t let any employee who shows signs of having a contagious infection 
handle poultry products. He doesn’t even let them handle materials that come 
in contact with poultry products. 

“Each employee get a medical examination in accordance with our city and 
State regulations,” Joe said. ‘We think it’s a good thing. We'd do it even if 
the law didn’t require it.” 

All of his employees who come in contact with poultry products, with con- 
tainers, or with poultry-product-handling equipment, wear clean clothing. They 
wear caps or hairnets. And they keep their hands clean while they’re working. 

“We see that the hands of employees who handle poultry products are free 
from infected cuts, boils, and open sores,” said Joe. “And we encourage all em- 
ployees to keep themselves as neat and clean as they can. Of course, some of 
them do better than others because of their jobs.” 

He also sees to it that none of the employees wear any loose jewelry on the 
job. And he doesn’t let anyone smoke or chew tobacco in the rooms where 


poultry products are handled. 
CLEANING KNOW-HOW 


No delays.—Joe doesn’t waste any time getting things cleaned up. “The 
quicker you start the better,’ he said. It’s more sanitary that way. And it 
makes our cleaning job easier. You know how hard it is to serub foreign 
matter off of equipment if you've let it dry. If it just isn’t possible to start 
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cleaning right after we finish processing, we keep the soiled surfaces wet until 
we can start cleaning.” 

Rinsing and washing.—For rinsing Joe uses warm (100° to 120° F.) water 
except to remove blood. “We use a cold-water prerinse to get blood off,” he 
told us. “We'd have a heck of a time otherwise, because warm or hot water 
sets the blood, and once it’s set it just doesn’t come off very easy.” 

For his wash-water solutions he uses warm water (120° to 140° F.). “If we 
get it hotter than that,” he said, “it separates the water-hardness salts and we 
end up with foreign matter ‘cooked’ right on the surface.” 

For final rinsing Joe uses somewhat hotter water (140° to 180° F.) so things 
will dry in a hurry. 

Cleaning compounds.—Joe uses a good-quality general-purpose alkaline cleaner. 
He buys it already made up—a compounded detergent. He could build his own 
cleaner if he wanted to by adding chemicals to commercial soap to make it do 
a better job of removing dirt, of softening water, and of cutting grease. Plants 
in soft-water areas may find it satisfactory to use sodium metasilicate or trisodium 
phosphate (TSP). “We're careful about using detergents on our aluminum 
equipment,” Joe told us, “since TSP and many commercial products eat into 
aluminum.” 

He uses from a half ounce to 2 ounces of cleaner per gallon of water. “It 
depends on the quality of the cleaner,” he said, “and the hardness of the water 
makes a difference, too. Usually we get the best results if we follow the manu- 
facturer’s directions.” 

Joe keeps his cleaning materials and compounds in a dry place. He sees that 
they’re handled carefully and measured with a measuring cup. “Why waste 
money using more than you have to?” said Joe. “Besides, if you use more than 
you’re supposed to, it may separate and make the surface harder to clean instead 
of easier.” 

Preparing and storing sanitizing solutions.—‘We'’ve had two types of com- 
pounds recommended to us as bactericides,” Joe said. “One is the hypochlorite 
type. The other is the chloramine type. We use some of both, depending on 
the kind of cleaning problem we have.” 

He pointed out that low concentrations of sodium or calcium hypochlorite 
solutions can kill bacteria, mold, and yeast in short order. But they lose their 
sanitizing effect easily when they come in contact with small amounts of organic 
matter like viscera. “We wouldn’t use a hypochlorite solution on any metais 
except certain stainless steels,” Joe added, “because it eats into other metals 
pretty bad.” 

Chloramines are more stable. They act slower. They aren’t so hard on metal. 
And where you have some organic matter, they don’t lose as much of their sani- 
tizing power as hypochlorites do. For overnight soaking—either hypochlorites or 
chloramines will do. 

Some chlorine compounds last longer than others. Joe doesn’t buy them in large 
containers—or expose them to the air very long. He doesn’t hold stock sanitizing 
solutions in his cooler more than 30 days. 

Using sanitizing solutions.—Joe gives his equipment, walls, ceilings, and the 
like a thorough cleaning before he sanitizes them with chlorine or a chloramine 
solution. Otherwise, he’d lose some of the effect of the santizing agent. And 
before he starts sanitizing, he sees that any greasy films are removed. Water 
solutions of sanitizers won’t penetrate to the equipment through grease. 

Joe either soaks his wooden equipment in the sanitizing solution—or he applies 
the solution with a stiff fiber brush. For metal equipment, he applies the 
sanitizing solution by spraying, flushing, or soaking. 

He leaves the sanitizing solution on wooden equipment all night, then rinses 
with cold water before he uses the equipment. To keep metal equipment from 
corroding, he rinses it thoroughly within 30 minutes after it’s sanitized. 

Joe uses the following concentrations of hypochlorite and chloramine sani- 


tizing solutions : 
Parts per million} 


For Tie GOR ie ee a 200 
For. spam Weeden @uaipm@tn. sk ee 200 
For spraying wooden equipment __._..........-..-.-.-----.-----.--._. 1, 000 
For spraying walls and ceilings to hold down mold and slime___________._.__ 1, 000. 


1If you want to convert parts per million to percentages, multiply these figures by .001. 
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Joe has a formula anyone can use to caleulate the amount of stock solution he 
needs to make any amount of chlorine rinse water he wants—any strength he 
wants. It’s fairly simple: 

Strength of rinse desired (ppm) Gallons of rinse desired Ounces of stock 
Strength of stock solution (percent) Factor 75 ~ golution to be used 

“Let me show you how this works,” Joe said. “If we wanted to prepare 75 
gallons of rinse containing 100 p. p. m. from a stock solution testing 4 percent 
available chlorine, here’s the way we'd use the formula: 


100 (parts per million) | 75 
ETT TR 


(gallons) 


=—-=25 ounces of stock to be used 
actor 15 


4 percent 

Brushes and other cleaning equipment.—Joe uses brushes that are shaped, 
styled, and designed right for each job. He finds the gong brush the best for 
general cleaning. He has two or three other kinds for special jobs. “Any brush 
manufacturer can tell you which one will work best,” Joe pointed out. To keep 
his brushes in good condition, he rinses them in water whenever he’s used them in 
a strong alkaline solution. 

“We don’t use metal sponges or wire brushes,” he told us, “They damage 
equipment. And they can contaminate poultry products when small pieces of 
metal break off. A good fiber brush holds a lot more water than a metal sponge. 
And if you’ve got the right detergent, it will do a better cleaning job.” 

For painted walls or other surfaces where a brush is too harsh, he uses a cellu- 
lose sponge. A small squeegee—like window cleaners use—is handy for removing 
water from metal surfaces so they aren’t discolored from standing water. 

For picking and roughing machines and similar equipment, Joe finds it pays to 
use steam and water combinations with special, high-pressure, jet-type nozzles— 
after he’s remaved the blood with cold water, of course. “These babies are 
tough to clean. It takes pressure along with heat to really get the job done,” he 
said, 

Water pressure.—Joe believes in using plenty of warm and hot water—so he 
has plenty available. And he’s sold on using enough pressure to do the job right. 
For general cleaning without detergents he has to use more than 40 pounds 
pressure. 

Floors, walls, and windows.—Joe rinses his floors—concrete, tile, and the like— 
with warm water first. Then he scrubs them with a hot (140° to 180° F.) 
detergent or soap powder solution. Then he rinses them again—this time with 
warm water (100° to 120° F.). TSP or sodium metasilicate, or an inexpensive 
general cleaner, is satisfactory for washing floors. 

He uses this same procedure for walls and painted surfaces—but here he uses 
only weak cleaning solutions. He washes and rinses walls and painted surfaces 
with a soft fiber brush—or a mop—or a cellulose sponge. 

“Any commercial liquid or emulsion glass cleaner is O, K. for cleaning win- 
dows,” Joe said. “Or, if you wanted to you conld clean them with a solution of 2 
tablespoons of household ammonia in a pint of water, then give them a rinsing 
with clear water and a squeegee.” 

Racks and pallets —Joe cleans these by hosing them with hot water (140° F. 
to 180° F.). If there’s still some foreign matter left after they’re hosed, he 
gets it off by boiling or scrubbing. 

Lawatories, toilet bowls, water fountains, and other porcelain firtures.—Joe 
scours these with a good household abrasive cleaner and a damp cellulose sponge 
or fiber brush. Then he rinses with fresh water. 

To get stains, seale, or deposit off, he uses a prepared acid cleaner (it doesn’t 
take very much) made especially for this purpose. 

Batteries.—Battery pans are scraped before they’re washed. Joe washes 
them with cold water first—using plenty of pressure. Then he rinses them with 
hot water (140° to 180° F.). Plants that have to dry clean batteries because of 
local conditions should scrape them well and sprinkle them with lime. 

Joe washes his batteries in a spray chamber. They could also be cleaned with 
a hose, using the same method. 

His feed troughs are hosed with hot water (140° to 180° F.). And he lets them 
dry out in the air before he uses them again. Where wooden feed troughs are 
used, they need to be hosed with hot water, scrubbed, rinsed with hot water 
(140° to 180° F.), and drained, 
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Buttermilk storage tanks.—Whenever these are empty, Joe rinses them with 
warm water (100° to 120° F.) and scrubs them with a brush and a warm (120° to 
140° F.) solution made with a general cleaner. 

Feed mizing tanks and miscellaneous feeding station equipment.—Joe rinses 
this type of equipment with cold water, scrapes off caked material, and flushes 
with hot water (140° to 180° F.). Once in awhile he scrubs the equipment with 
a brush and a warm (120° to 140° F.) solution made with a general cleaner, After 
the scrubbing he gives it a warm or hot rinse. 

Manure barrels, dump barrels, and lids.—After each use Joe rinses these with 
cold water, scrubs them with a fiber brush when they need it, and flushes with 
warm or hot water. 

Blood troughs.—Joe gets the feathers and other solid wastes out first. Then 
he rinses with cold water so the blood doesn’t set and stick. Then he gives them 
whatever scrubbing they need. And he rinses thoroughly with cold water then 
hot (140° to 180° F.) to dry them fast. 

“Sometimes this isn’t enough,” Joe said, “and we have to serub the troughs with 
a warm (120° to 140° F.) solution made with a general cleaner. We follow this 
with a hot water (140° to 180° F.) rinse.” 

Hangers and conveyors.—Joe hoses these with cold water, to get all the feathers 
and loose foreign matter off. Next, any material that’s left is brushed or scraped 
off. Then the hangers and conveyors are rinsed with hot water (140° to 180° F.). 

Scald tank, roughing and picking machines, metal chill tanks and similar 
equipment.—For equipment like this Joe uses a warm water (100° to 120° F.) 
rinse first. Then he serubs off any resistant foreign matter, using a brush and 
buckets of a warm solution (120° to 140° F.) made with a general cleaner. 
Finally, he rinses with hot water (140° to 180° F.). Joe has replaced all his 
wooden chill tanks with metal ones. “We had a dickens of a time keeping those 
things cleaned up right,” he told us. Before he got rid of them, he used to spray 
them with a chlorine solution (1,000 parts per million available chlorine) every 
day, after he’d given them the best cleaning he could. And once a week he'd 
steam them for 5 minutes over a steam jet. 

Eviscerating area.—To clean his eviscerating equipment, Joe uses a warm 
water (100° to 120° F.) rinse every day. Then he gives it a good serubbing 
to get resistant foreign matter off, using a fiber brush and buckets of a warm 
solution (120° to 140° F.) made with a general cleaner. For the final rinse he 
uses hot water (140° to 180° F.). 

Joe cleans his viscera pant and conveyors every day with a fiber brush and 
warm (120° to 140° F.) detergent solution. 

Before Joe replaced his cutting boards with metal cutting tables, he used 
to give them special treatment. After each use he’d rinse them and then serub 
them with a fiber brush and a bucket of general cleaner. He'd follow this with 
a hot water (140° to 189° F.) rinse. After that he’d spray them with a chlorine 
solution (1,000 parts per million available chlorine)—or boil them for 30 min- 
utes—or steam them in a cabinet for 20 minutes. 

Cooler, freezer, grading, and packing area.—Using a hot water (140° to 180° 
F.) hose—or a warm solution (120° to 140° F.) of general cleaner—Joe wipes 
packing tables and grading bins clean every day. Then he gives them a good 
rinse using buckets of warm water and a cellulose sponge. After that he sani- 
tizes them with a chloramine solution. 

Whenever his freezer needs it, he dry cleans it by scraping and brushing. 
And whenever he defrosts his cooler and freezer, he gives them a thorough clean- 
ing with hose and warm water. 

Joe has enough air circulation in his cooler to control mold. “I did have 
some mold trouble once or twice,” he said. “I came out of it all right, though. 
Washed the area with a detergent solution and then sprayed it with ehlorine— 
about a tenth of a percent or 1,000 parts per million. Had to rinse the metal 
right away so it wouldn’t corrode. Next time maybe I won’t be so lucky. Chlo- 
rine’s the best thing we have for mold today, but I understand there are some 
mold organisms it won’t kill.” 

Dry sterage afea.—Joe doesn’t store anything on the fleor. Everything is on 
racks at least 8 inches off the floor and 18 inches from the wall. “Easier to 
keep clean that way,” he-said, “and it keeps rodents, insects and other pests 
from hanging around.” If something is spilled, it’s cleaned up right away. He 
gets rid of trash or junk before it accumulates too. 

Joe dry cleans floors in here, using a soft push broom and a dustless sweeping 
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compound. To remove dust on overhead beams and pipes and in corners, hy 
vacuums With an industrial vacuum cleaner. 
Feed is stored in a ratproof dry enclosure. 


KEEPING "EM OUT 


Prevention.—Joe does all he can in the way of keeping his plant cleam and 
in good repair, so it doesn’t offer an inviting home for rats, mice, flies, roaches, 
and other vermin. But some of the buildings near him aren’t kept up so well 
and when you’re handling food you have to fight a constant battle against rats, 
mice, flies, ano other insects. So preventive measures aren’t always enough. 

Contact sprays for insects——One of the insect control measures Joe uses is a 
contact spray—an insecticide that you have to spray directly on the insect to 
make it effective. The best kind to use is one that contains natural or syn 
thetic pyrethrum and a synergist (a chemical that increases killing power). 
There are a number of excellent sprays of this type on the market. 

Using this insecticide, Joe fogs the room thoroughly to kill flying insects. He 
uses a good mechanical atomizing sprayer. Unless the room is small, you can’t 
fog it with a hand-operated sprayer. Some people have a built-in fogging 
sprayer system, using steam or air as the propellant. Air works best—since 
steam dilutes the insecticide. So with steam you need a more concentrated in 
secticide. The overhead pipes have spray heads that pull the insecticide from 
fixed containers. 

Joe hand sprays the insecticide into any cracks or crevices that can’t be sealed 
up to kill crawling insects like roaches. He uses a mechanic's oil can for this, 
with a trigger and flexible nozzle extension. 

Dead insects are removed immediately—just killing them isn’t enough. Dead 
insects are evidence of having had an infestation—and they may contaminate 
products if they aren’t taken care of. 

Residual sprays for insects.—Joe uses this kind of a spray on surfaces where 
he wants to leave a film with prolonged killing power. He uses residual sprays 
on the outside surfaces of buildings—like door frames, windows, docks, and other 
places insects like—in areas where refuse or inedible products are handled. He 
never uses residual insecticides on exposed surfaces in his processing or supply 
storage areas. For porous surfaces—brick or unpainted wood, for example—he 
uses a wettable powder or emulsion type residual spray. On impervious sur- 
faces—metal, enameled wood, glazed brick and screens, for example—Joe finds a 
residual insecticide dissolved in an oil base is satisfactory. When he uses a 
residual spray he follows the directions on the label. For residual sprays he has 
a strong stainless steel sprayer with a nozzle that makes a fan-shaped spray. 

Rodenticides.—The most practical rodent poison for poultry plants is warfarin. 
You can get it in prépared baits, or you can buy it in powder form (containing 
0.5 percent active ingredient) to mix with pulverized dry rolled oats, yellow corn- 
meal, dry dog food, or poultry feed. Joe finds a mixture of oatmeal and cornmeal 
very successful. He mixes one part powder with 19 parts bait material in a ¢an. 
then stirs and shakes it vigorously. He adds 5 percent confectioner’s sugar to 
make it more appetizing and help “stick” the warfarin to the bait. 

He uses several shallow plans—about three-eighths inch deep—and places 2 
to 6 ounces of bait in each pan. He uses old, rusty pans so the rats won’t shy 
away from them. He places the pans wherever he finds evidences of rodent 
activity—such as droppings, gnawing, or nesting. 

For mice Joe uses a lot of shallow jar covers, since mice seldom go more than 
20 feet from their nests, but they feed in a lot of different places in a single night. 
Mice aren’t as easily killed by warfarin as rats. Joe says it may take 30 days 
to kill mice. 

It may take several days for rodents to get used to feeding. So he leaves the 
bait pans in the same place to establish feeding spots. Once rodents start to feed 
they'll keep on feeding for as long as a week or 10 days. Then the feeding will 
drop off. 

Joe leaves his bait out for another week or so after the end of feeding to make 
sure no strays are left that will still take the bait. Then he removes the pans.. 
At 30- to 60-days intervals he repeats the baiting—depending on whether rodents 
have had much chance to gét into the area around his plant. 

Wherever baits might be molested—or wherever they’ might be accessible to 
live poultry, or wherever Joe is using continuous baiting—he uses bait boxes. 
You can make these out of wood, with entry holes at each end. Or you can buy 
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them readymade from rodenticide suppliers, “You just can’t be careless about 
leaving poison around,” said Joe, “it’s too dangerous.” 

Joe checks the bait pans at least every other day—and usually every day—to 
see that they have enough bait in them. He sees to it that the bait is mixed 
thoroughly since the powder will sift down through the bait material after it 
stands awhile. Leveling off the top of the baits helps him check how much 
feeding he’s getting. 

Joe keeps a sharp lookout for rodent excreta pellets. “If and when we find 
any,” he said, “we get ’em off the place in a hurry. We don’t want anything 
like that around. They might contaminate our products. And they might give 
someone the impression we’re not very good housekeepers.” 

The only other rodent poisons Joe would ever use are ANTU and red squill. 
But warfarin is the most convenient and effective type for poultry plants. 

Trapping and glue boards.—Joe uses traps in between baiting periods—and 
whenever he has only a minor control problem. Trapping is particularly effective 
for mice since they’re more inquisitive than rats and not so wary. 

He uses a lot of ordinary wood base snap traps—along walls and other run- 
ways or resting and feeding places. Each trap is placed “head in” against 
the wall so it will spring when a rat or mouse runs into it while it’s following 
the “run.” 

Joe feels he. gets better action from his traps by enlarging the trigger with a 
piece of fly screen or cardboard tied to it. Since traps like this can be used 
without bait, it will catch rodents that aren’t so wary. They can also be used 
on piping or narrow beams that serve as rat runways. 

Rodents react to new objects. They have to get accustomed to changes in 
familiar surroundings. To offset this, Joe sets his traps in the same place 
several nights in succession. 

To guide rats and mice into traps, he forms runways by placing boxes or 
boards along the walls. He never places a trap right in front of an opening 
rodents use. “You have to outsmart a rat,” Joe said, “or he'll lead you a merry 


chase.” 


Glue boards are also good for catching rodents. Joe makes them by coating 
g 


pieces of cardboard with a special rat and mouse glue. In placing these around 
the plant, he follows the same routine he uses for traps. “The results you get 


with glue boards and traps,” Joe told us, “depend on how skillfully you place 
them. We've learned a lot just from our own experience with them.” 

Safety first—Joe has all of the equipment and utensils he uses in insect and 
rodent control work clearly labeled. “We make sure none of this stuff is ever 
used for anything else. In fact, to be doubly safe, we keep it in a locked compart- 
ment where only trained employees can get to it.” 


GETTING RID OF WASTE 


Water supplies have been diminishing at an alarming rate in some parts of 
the country. As a result, many States find stream pollution a major problem. 
This means all industries will need to find a way of taking care of all—or part 
of—the contamination they add to a stream. 

Poultry plants have one of the most highly concentrated sewage flows that 
have been studied. Where all wastes empty into the sewer, the waste from two 
chickens is equal to the waste from one person. So a plant that kills 2,000 
birds a day presents a sewage problem equal to that of a town where there 
are 1,000 people. 

Joe’s practice of catching all the blood for disposal cuts the strength of his 
sewage about 25 percent. 

Dry cleaning feeding stations and batteries before they’re washed will get 
rid of a large source of B.O.D. (biological oxygen demand) and solids (about 
50 percent). 

Where it’s practical, have your battery washing, killing, and roughing drains 
flowing into one tank. These are where you get the most solids and B.O.D. 

There are two schools of thought on drains—open drains yersus closed. Where 
open drains are used, the bottom is semicircle and a screen or screens can be 
used, preferably of 44-inch rods placed on %4-inch centers. Place these in the 
drain on a 45° angle, with a perforated plate at the top to let refuse drain, 
Encase the sereens-in concrete so they aren’t lifted and so they can be cleaned. 
Both types of drains need to be properly trapped before they connect with the 
sewer. Keep a covered metal container close to the screen for the refuse 
caught by the sereen. 
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The degree of treatment for the waste depends on the condition of the stream 
it drains into. In many ways poultry wastes are like domestie wastes, and you 
ean use the standard procedures for primary and secondary treatment. 


It’S A WAY OF LIFE 


When we left Joe’s plant, he said, “I suppose some people would think I’m 
a crank on sanitation. MaybeI am. But, when you get right down to it, sanita- 
tion is a way of life. It’s a way of thinking. It’s how you look at things. Being 
neat and clean is second nature for some people. For others it’s a real chore. 
But you can bet your bottom dollar it pays off. I know clean poultry keeps better, 
There isn't any doubt about it. And I know clean plants and clean operations 
help you sell your product. If good sanitation isn’t good business, I'd like to 
know what is.” 

Dr. Carrenter. And also a copy of the United States public-health 
ordinance, which the industry developed with the United States 
Public Health. 

Senator CLemEents. What edition is that? 

Dr. Carrenter. The only edition made, in 1955. 

Senator CLiements. That may be accepted and placed on file for 
use by the committee. 

Do you have anything to add, sir? 

Mr. Wo.tuney. No, sir. 

Senator CLements. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF C. D. TROMBOLD, DIRECTOR, QUALITY CONTROL, 
CAMPBELL SOUP CO., CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mr. Trompoip. I would like to present Mr. George J. Kuehn, 
counsel for Campbell Soup Co. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subeommittee, I am Charles D. 
Trombold, director of quality control of the Campbell Soup Co., of 
Camden, N. J. The views expressed in my testimony represent those 
of my firm and do not necessarily reflect those of any trade association. 
or other segment of the poultry industry. My duties with Campbell 
include resnonsibility for company quality control standards and com- 
pliance with Federal, State, and local food regulations. In this posi- 
tion, | have been in contaet with the Food and Drug Administration 
the Meat Inspection Branch of the United States Department of 
Agriculture, and with the Poultry Inspection Section of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service for more than 10 years. 

Compulsory poultry inspection is in the public interest. This com- 
mittee is performing a great public service in conducting these hear- 
ings and framing this important legislation which will benefit the 
public, the producer, the processor, and the worker. Campbell Soup 
Co. commends the fine work of this committee and expresses the hope 
that a sound, strong poultry inspection bill will be enacted into law 
during the present session of Congress. 

This legislation is important to Campbell. The Campbell Soup 
Co. and its subsidiary, C. A. Swanson & Sons, of Omaha, Nebr., have 
6 plants operating under meat inspection and 14 plants operating 
under the voluntary poultry inspection program. Our experience 
with these services dates back to the passage of the Meat Inspection 
Act in 1906, and, in the case of the voluntary poultry inspection pro- 
gram, to its inception some 25 years ago. The development of the 
voluntary program for poultry inspection throughout these years has 
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paralleled in many respects the developments within my firm in the 
manufacturing and marketing of processed poultry products. 

We have been in a position to see this voluntary program supported 
by industry grow from several inspected plants to some 290 plants. 
We consider this voluntary program a major reason for the present 
high consumer acceptance of processed poultry products. My firm— 
along with other principal segments of the processing industry—takes 
certain pride in having supported, and in a sense perpetuated, the 
voluntary system which is a normal precursor to the compulsory in- 
spection program which this committee is now considering. Camp- 
bell is in full accord with the compulsory poultry inspection legisla- 
tion efforts of this committee and it is our earnest desire that enact- 
ment be expedited in order to obtain a strong poultry inspection law 
and early enforcement throughout the entire industry. We have a 
very substantial investment in poultry processing. Our production 
volume is now large and we expect a continuing upward trend in the 
consumption of poultry products. 

Campbell operates in nearly all phases of the poultry industry. 
Campbell represents a sufficient diversity of activities in the poultry 
industry so that it can properly appreciate the interests of all groups 
who have previously appeared before this committee. Our product 
line is composed of canned poultry products, precooked frozen poultry 
products as well as uncooked frozen poultry. We fully appreciate 
the public health, consumer acceptance, consumer protection, market- 
ing, procurement, manufacturing, and administrative considerations 
involved. Our position is also somewhat unique in that Campbell not 
only processes poultry from the live bird to the finished Sovidead, but 
purchased large quantities of inspected, eviscerated, ready-to-cook 
poultry for use in its products. Campbell processes and packs over 
20 individual poultry products. I should like to state that my firm’s 
reputation and policies, based on obtaining the highest possible qual- 
ity in its products, are consistent with the highest standards in the 
food industry. 

On the subject of food-law compliance, it has been possible for 
us through the years to evaluate the administration of food regula- 
tions by all agencies involved. In previous testimony on the proposed 
poultry legislation, offering criticisms and differing as it does on the 
mode of administration, my firm takes a purely objective attitude 
concerning the branch within the United States Department of Agri- 
culture to be selected. This is a matter of administration and, as an 
administrative matter, should be left to the discretion and judgment 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. We do, of course, feel that weight 
should be given the Hoover Commission recommendation that poultr 
inspection functionally belongs under the Agricultural Research 
Service rather than under the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

It is also our feeling that with compulsory poultry inspection being 
enacted into law and with various fiscal handicaps of the voluntary 
program being removed, that the AMS agency could more closely come 
to resemble the Meat Inspection Branch in its modus operandi and, 
therefore, conclude that perhaps these criticisms may be premature. 
We also believe that by the passage of some modification of bill 3588, 
the poultry industry will be able to more readily avail itself of the 
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wealth of experience which has been gained under 25 years of the 
voluntary program. 

We have made a detailed study of Senate bill 3983, and the revised 
version of Senate bill 3588. Although both bills have certain weak- 
nesses, we feel that S. 3588 more nearly fills the need of the poultry 
industry. §S. 3983 appears to us to be simply an extension of parts 
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act applying them specifically to 
the handling of poultry products. If S. 3983 were enacted into law, 
the provisions of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act would remain in 
effect with the probability of overlapping responsibilities in adminis- 
tration and confusion in the industry. One of the principal features 
of 3983 is the creation of a Poultry Inspection Section for the ad- 
ministration of this law placed specifically in the Meat Inspection 
Branch of the United States Department of Agriculture. The bil! 
fails to delineate the direct and immediate responsibilities of this 
Poultry Inspection Section. This bill also fails to inelude in the 
definition of the word “adulterated” the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
provisions relating to omitting valuable constituents or the addition 
of substances to increase bulk or weight, reduce quality or strength, or 
make the product appear better or of greater value than it is. Also, 
there is no provision made in S. 3983 for label approvals by this inspec- 
tion section. ‘This would eliminate an important area of control which 
the present voluntary program provides and which the Meat Inspec- 
tion Branch exercises for meat food products. 

We have given careful study to the amendments which have been 
recommended by the Department of Agriculture during the previous 
hearings on these bills. Almost without exception, we commend and 
endorse the recommendations of the Department of Agriculture as 
worthy improvements, strengthening and improving 8S. 3588. In 
three respects, however, we feel that S. 3588 needs further clarifica- 
tion and modification in addition to the recommendations made by 
Department of Agriculture representatives: 

(a) Appeals from label determinations of Secretary to the courts 
is cumbersome and unnecessary. Within the scope of the legislative 
authority, the label determinations of the Secretary should be final. 

(+) Provisions relating to omitting valuable constituents or the 
addition of substances to increase bulk or weight, reduce quality or 
strength, or make the product appear better or of greater value than 
it is should be included in the definition of the word “adulterated.” 

(c) Although. the effective date of the act is the date of enactment, 
no firm is required to become subject to the provisions of the act prior 
to July 1, 1958. Any firm which voluntarily comes under the inspec- 
tion service prior to July 1, 1958, is subject to all the provisions of the 
act. At the same time the Secretary is permitted to make exemptions 
up through July 1, 1960. This seems to be an undue delay and places 
a penalty on those concerns who seek to comply at an early date. 

Now, I want to conserve your time, Senator, because we have out- 
lined in our record here certain changes of wordage, certain amend- 
ments, which I would like to have a part of the record, but which in 
the interest of time I will not read. 

Senator Crements. The rest of your statement will be placed in 
the record in its entirety. 
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(The changes and amendments are as follows :) 


Section 7, page 5, line 22: Delete the word “or” and substitute “and.’”’ This 
amendment will make it clear that the name and address as well as the estab- 
lishment number of the official establishment is required on all containers. 

Section 7, page 6, line 3: After the word “form” add “approved by the Sec- 
retary.” This amendment will clarify the label approval procedure and make 
it clear that such approval is required prior to actual use. 

Section 7, page 6, line 6: Delete the word “or” and substitute “and.” This 
amendment will make it clear that the name and address as well as the estab- 
lishment number of the official establishment is required on all labels except 
where the name and address of the distributor is permitted. 

Section 7, page 7, lines 4 through 17: Delete all of lines 4 through 17. This 
appeal procedure in respect to label approvals is cumbersome, unnecessary, 

nd would prevent speedy processing of labels submitted for approval. Such 
provisions would tend to crystallize administrative regulation into an inflex- 
ible set of requirements which would not take into account varying products 
and situations. Existing informal and flexible—but effective—label approval 
procedures would be destroyed. Compare this with the provisions of sections 
17.1 to 17.14 (particularly sec. 17.5) of the Meat Inspection Regulations. 

Section 22, page 20, line 2: After the word “domesticated” insert the words 
“chickens, turkeys, ducks, geese,’. This amendment is suggested to eliminate 
the impression that “poultry” means only game birds. 

Section 22, page 21, line 17: After the word “Secretary” insert a comma and 
add “the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and regulations promulgated 
thereunder.” This amendment will clarify the relationship between this act and 
the pending chemical additives amendment to the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetie Act. 

Section 22, page 22, line 2: Following subsection (4) insert the following sub- 
sections : 

“(5) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or 
abstracted therefrom; or 

“(6) If any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

Comparable language is found in the Food and Drug Act. Failure to in- 
clude such provisions in S. 3588 permits the inference that there is no objection 
to and no penalty provided for economic adulteration of poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts. Failure to prohibit and condemn such economic adulteration is a dis- 
service to the poultry buyer whether that buyer is the housewife or the packer 
who buys poultry for further processing. 

Section 22, page 22, line 3: Delete the word “person” and substitute “qualified 
Department of Agriculture employee.” This amendment will help assure that 
only qualified, authorized personnel are authorized to act as inspectors. 

Section 22, page 23, line 2: After line 2, add the following: “(o) The term 
‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations whereby poultry 
which is intended for sale for human consumption is killed, dressed, eviscerated, 
cut up, heat treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, or changed in size, 
shape, or form for marketing for human consumption and includes the combining 
of poultry and poultry products with other edible ingredients for marketing for 
human consumption.” 

Section 23, pages 23 and 24, lines 16 through 24 and lines 1 through 5: Delete 
all of section 23 and substitute: “Src. 23. This Act shall take effect six months 
following the date of enactment.” 

Section 15, page 15, line 1: Delete “prior to July 1, 1960” and substitute “within 
two years following the enactment of this Act,” 

Section 15, page 15, line 6: Delete “July 1, 1960” and substitute “such two-year 
period.” 

These amendments to sections 23 and 15 will avoid the unfair application of 
the act to cooperating poultry processing establishments to the advantage of 
noncomplying and noncooperating concerns. As drafted, only volunteers would 
come under the provisions of the act prior to July 1, 1958. Nonecomplying firms 
might avoid poultry inspection and regulation through July 1, 1958, and, possibly, 
continue to avoid inspection through July 1, 1960. The suggested amendments 
would require all processors to come under the provisions of the act 6 months 
following the date of enactment, permitting the Secretary to make exemptions 





162 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


for a period of a year and a half following the effective date. This should be 
adequate time to expand the existing staff of the Poultry Inspection Service. 

Mr. Trompotp. Thank you very much for giving us this opportunity. 

Senator Cements. I appreciate your statement made by one with 
long experience in the processing field. 

Senator Williams, do you have any questions ? 

Senator WituiaMs. No, sir. 

Senator Ciements. The next witness we will hear from is Elmer 
Wilharm, president of the North Central States Institute. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER WILHARM, PRESIDENT, NORTH CENTRAL 
STATES INSTITUTE, TRIPOLI, IOWA 


Senator CLements. Mr. Wilharm, I regret very much that we didn’t 
call you sooner, before Senator Hickenlooper had to leave. There 
is an important matter before the Foreign Relations Committee this 
morning that required him to be there and he expressed his interest 
in the testimony that you are about to give. You may proceed. 

Mr. Witwarm. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
North Central States Institute is a nonprofit corporation with mem- 
bership in the north central area of the United States, which member- 
ship is made up of poultry and egg processors who secure their prod- 
ucts from the producers; process and market their poultry products 
nationwide. 

At present a large number of the poultry dressing plants in the area 
covered by the North Central States Institute are using the voluntary 
inspection for quality, wholesomeness, and grading by the United 
States Department of Agriculture and have complied since the vol- 
untary plan was put into effect by the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

They are much interested in continuing this service, but they find 
it somewhat difficult to operate where all plants in the area are not 
under the same method of Federal inspection for quality and whole- 
someness. 

The organization I represent realize the poultry consumer has no 
real effective safeguards today except those that are under the volun- 
tary inspection program carried on by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, which only covers 20 percent of the poultry moving in inter- 
state commerce and this inspection is paid by the processor. This 
does fully protect consumers for only a small part of the poultry that 
goes to our consumers. 

Most poultry processors are efficient in their service and in the 
North Central States Institute. Most of the poultry is handled by 
small processing plants rather than large packing establishments. 
These small businesses cannot afford to pay the cost of an inspection 
program such as is done in the voluntary plan and therefore we 
believe that appropriated funds should be provided for financing as 
at present in the inspection for livestock. 

The North Central States Institute is pleased to see this committee 
give consideration to bills related to poultry inspection. The pro- 
duction and marketing of wholesome foods of high quality, and the 
expanded consumption of such foods by the consuming public, are 
matters of basic interest and concern to our membership as they have 
been for many years. Therefore, we appreciate very much the oppor- 
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tunity of submitting our views on the proposed legislation now 
being considered. | 

At the annual meeting of the North Central States Institute, they 
recommended compulsory Federal inspection of poultry. Such a 
program they believe would be beneficial to all segments of the indus- 
iry, which would include the poultry producers as they would secure 
benefits through increased acceptability of the product by the con- 
suming public. Those engaged in marketing and handling would 
likewise benefit from such mereased confidence in, and wider accept- 
ance of, the product. Such a program would also put poultry prod- 
ucts on an equitable footing with red-meat products which have long 
been under compulsory Federal program. 

For the last 25 years there has been a poultry inspection program 
conducted by the Department of Agriculture. It is the general opinion 
that the program has been manned by highly trained and competent 
mance The voluntary inspection program has been under the 
immediate supervision of qualified veterinarians with long experience 
in poultry. It is our belief that this is the logical agency to conduct 
a widened regulatory, or a compulsory inspection in the field of poultry 
as it has been doing this work and has accumulated experience in this 
field. 

We believe that S. 3588 is constructive and meaningful and will not 
be distrusted by the public and the public will have greater confidence 
in one of our fine agricultural food products. S. 3588 will give full 
assurance to the consuming public that poultry food products have 
been inspected for wholesomeness and can be marketed in interstate 
commerce. 

We believe that S. 3588 also makes provisions in which poultry 
processing plants that are in interstate commerce can compete wit 
poultry plants whose operations are wholly intrastate. 

We are in full accord with the authority given the Secretary of 
Agriculture to conduct an effective inspection program to. determine 
wholesomeness but does not tie him to an ante mortem inspection. 

It would appear to us to be desirable to leave to the discretion of the 
Secretary, any plan under which ante mortem inspection should be 
made. It also provides that the Secretary at any time in the future 
may make full use of any new techniques in poultry processing. 

We firmly believe that S. 3588 provides cooperation between Federal 
and State governments, which we believe is necessary under any in- 
spection program. 

Being close to the operation on a voluntary program, we believe 
when compulsory inspection program is provided that ample time to 
organize and train a large inspection staff by the Department of Agri- 
culture is necessary to acquaint processing plants as to the necessary 
regulations in order that they would have an opportunity to comply. 
It is quite an undertaking for a number of small plants to shift to a 
compulsory program without having ample time to increase their staff 
and put into effect the eee are for a mandatory basis and 
this bill we believe should not be effective until July 1, 1958. 

Again I wish to express my appreciation to the committee for afford- 
ing the North Central States Institute this opportunity to present its 
views on §. 3588, 

Senator Ciements. I am glad to have had your statement. Any 
questions, Senator Williams ¢ 
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Senator WinuraMs. No. } ; 

Senator CLements. It was stated earlier by the chairman of the 
subcommittee that he would take some liberties with the witnesses here 
this morning by calling out of turn Mr. Russell Kline of Norton Frozen 
Foods, in Louisville, Ky. 

Come around, Mr. Kline. 

Before Mr. Kline starts his statement, I would like to place in the 
record at this point a letter from Senator W. Kerr Scott, of North 
Carolina, expressing his views on the pending legislation. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

JUNE 19, 1956. 
Senator EARLE C, CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Since your subcommittee is now in the process of holding 
hearings on the poultry inspection bills, S. 3983 and 8S. 3588, I would like to convey 
to the members of the subcommittee my views on this matter. 

It is my sincere belief that the compulsory poultry inspection program can 
be more effectively carried out by permitting the Secretary of Agriculture to use 
his own good discretion in assigning this service to a division within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
W. Kerr Scorr, United States Senator. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL KLINE, MORTON FROZEN FOODS, INC., 
LOUISVILLE, KY. 


Mr. Kunz. I am Russell Kline, of Morton Frozen Foods, Louis- 
ville, Ky. 
This statement is made in support of S. 3983, introduced by Sena- 


tor Murray, and to propose certain amendments to that bill. S. 

3983, if enacted, will provide excellent, much-needed safeguards to 

the consumer of poultry and poultay products and will permit the 
1 


same confidence in the purchase of those products as has existed to- 
ward red meat and red-meat products since adoption of the Meat 
Inspection Act providing for inspection and regulation of cattle, 
sheep, swine, anit goats and products containing their meats. 

In addition to renderin this public service, this legislation will, 
we believe, benefit the poultry growing industry by encouraging the 
upbreeding of flocks and, if amended as we shall propose, by en- 
abling the poultry processing industry to increase poultry usage 
through producing wholesome quality products. 

A principal member of the family of poultry products is the chicken 
potpie. Its manufacture accounts for a large segment, generally 
placed at one-fifth, of the fowl usage in this country. 

Morton Frozen Foods, Inc., for whom I speak, are the largest 
American producer of chicken, turkey, and beef potpies and were a 
forerunner in this industry. Our sales area includes each of the 48 
States and the District of Columbia, and our production facilities 
for poultsy pies voluntarily utilize the inspection service of the Poul- 
try Division of the Department of Agriculture. 

It is pertinent that, practically without exception, those companies 
who began early in this industry and have thereby executed the bur- 
den of advertising and consumer education employ the voluntary in- 
spection service. 
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Because poultry inspection is not compulsory, these companies are, 
unfortunately, in competition and at a disadvantage with pie manu- 
facturers who choose to operate without Government inspection. 

The consumer who buys an inferior product and is disappointed in 
its quality and content is not likely to continue exploring other brands 
of the same product in search of a satisfactory purchase. The present 
situation is that purchases of uninspected, inferior chicken pies are 
disappointing consumers and are resulting in injury to the entire 
chicken pie producing industry and to its parent, the poultry-growing 
industry. 

Fortunately, a yardstick exists which gives an indication of the 
salutary effect compulsory inspection might have on our segment of 
the poultry aT Beef pies are roduced under compulsory in- 
spection. During the past year, beef pie consumption has continued 
its established upward trend and, for the past quarter, stood nearly 
23 percent higher than in the first quarter of 1955. Chicken pie usage, 
however, has departed from the upward trend that long prevailed and, 
during the first quarter of 1956, has dropped 6 percent beneath the 
first quarter of 1955. We think there is little doubt that, if legisla- 
tion is enacted causing the quality of chicken pies to equal that of 
beef pies, the usage rate of these two similar products will follow 
more closely the higher figure. 

We do strongly urge the adoption of an addition to S. 3983 which 
we believe is vital to the protection of the consumer and which will 
also have the effect of increasing poultry usage. This amendment 
is as follows: 

Prouisirep Acts 


Sec. 3. (7) Selling or offering for sale of any poultry or poultry food prod- 
ucts by any person, firm or corporation in interstate or foreign commerce under 
any false or deceptive name; although selling and offering to sell of such prod- 
ucts under established trade names or under names which are usual to such 
products and which are not false and deceptive and which shall be approved 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, shall be permitted. 


This amendment conforms to a provision of the Meat Inspection 
Act under which the Department of Agriculture now has the author- 
ity to require labels on red meat products which are neither false nor 
deceptive. 

The further changes we would suggest are as follows: 

Section 2 (8) (i) line 21: We wish to point out that this definition 
of processing will, in our opinion, require inspection in practically 
all butcher shops and grocery stores, as it is a common and necessary 
practice of stores to cut up chickens for retail sale. It does not seem 
to us that this will prove economically feasible. 

Section 2 (8) (k) line 9: Delete the words “the Meat Inspection 
Branch.” Because the poultry industry is a major source of in- 
come (approximately $6 billion annually), constituting approximately 
11 percent of the agricultural income, and because poultry inspection 
ani most inspection are dissimilar operations, it is our feeling that the 
poultry inspection function should not be included in the Meat In- 
spection Branch. 

Section 6, line 21: Delete “pursuant to rules and regulations here- 
under prescribed” and insert “under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture.” 
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In our opinion, the bill does not sufficiently delineate such rules and 
regulations, and by this change this section on ante mortem inspection 
will conform with the following section which states the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall prescribe rules and regulations for post mortem 
examinations. 

Section 15 (a) : We do not feel that the poultry processing industry 
should be in competition with the farmer, and we suggest this section 
be amended to eliminate the requirement for certificates of exception 
under the conditions described by this section. 

Senator Ciements. Mr. Kline, you say that a fifth of the United 
States chicken production is consumed in potpies ? 

Mr. Kurne. Fowl. The hens that are worn out from egg laying. 

Senator Crements. That is a far greater percentage than I had any 
idea might be moved. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Witui1ams. Mr. Kline, I gather that you have endorsed 
S. 3983 as preferable to S. 3588? 

Mr. Krtne. I haven’t stated it that way. 

Senator Wruiams. That is what I would like to get clear. 

Mr. Kurne. I am not arguing with S. 3588 at all. 

Senator Wiiu1amMs. The reason I raise the question is that I noticed 
that 2 or 3 of the amendments that you propose to 8. 3983 would make 
it pretty much in accord with S. 3588; dhatesore: I am wondering 
how you feel about S. 3588. 

Mr. Kurne. I have no criticism of 3588 at all. 

Senator Witt1ams. Would you care to state whether in your opin- 
ion S. 3588 as written would do the job? 

Mr. Kune. I haven’t seen the amendments as proposed by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

_ Senator Wir11amMs. We would appreciate the benefit of your opin- 
ion. 

Mr. Kune. After I get hold of the amendments I will be glad to tell 
you. 

* Senator Crements. Mr. Kline, I will give you a copy right now. 

Senator Wiiuiams. Most of the industry has been pretty much 
unanimous on the proposal that it should be left under the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and that it should be at the discretion of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture as to which division should handle it. That is 
the major difference between the two bills. I notice you propose this 
other bill be amended to that form. Therefore, I am wondering how 
you feel about S. 3588. 

Mr. Kurng. Well, I haven’t anything to say about it other than the 
fact it looks good, if the amendments carry everything. 

Senator Wiiu1ams. Well, I think most of the proposals you sug- 
gested that should be incorporated in the other bill were incorporated 
in S. 3588, but after further study we would appreciate the benefit of 
your opinion. 

Mr. Kune. I would be glad to give it to you. 

Senator Ciements. If I understand your position, you are very 
strong for compulsory system, whereby all who deal in the trade 
where you deal are on competitive basis from the standpoint of com- 
pulsory inspection ? 

Mr. Kune. That is right. 
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Senator Cements. I take it that from your statement that you 
want the Inspection Service under the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Kune. Yes, that’s right. 

Senator Ciements. I take it from your statement that you want 
it to stand as an independent agency within the Department of Agri- 
culture? 

Mr. Kune, I believe it can be serviced better by being an independ- 
ent agency. 

Senator CLements. From your testimony I did not get that you 
were endeavoring to pick out whether it was under the Marketing 
Division or whether it was under Research Division. 

Mr. Kurne. That doesn’t matter to me. 

Senator CLeMENTs. As far as you are concerned, if it provides the 
values that can come through a well-regulated compulsory system you 
only ask that it stand on its own, as an independent agency within 
the Department ? 

Mr. Kune. That is right. 

Senator Wixtiiams. And be left pretty much at the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture as to how it could best be done? 

Mr. Kurne. I think it has all that is necessary, because rules and 
regulations are very important in carrying on this act. 

Senator WiitrAMs. We are in agreement. 

Senator CLements. I am very glad to have your statement. Thank 
you very much. 

Senator Wit1iams. The next witness will be Mr. H. C. Carbaugh. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY C. CARBAUGH, PRESIDENT, TENNESSEE 
EGG CO., CHATTANOOGA, TENN., REPRESENTING THE SOUTH- 
EASTERN POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION, THE GEORGIA POULTRY 
FEDERATION, AND THE ALABAMA POULTRY FEDERATION 


Mr. Carsaven. I have at my right, Mr. Paul Williams, the execu- 
tive director of the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association. 

My name is Harry C. Carbaugh, president of the Tennessee Egg 
Co., with headquarters at Chattanooga, Tenn., and I am representing 
the Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association, the Georgia Poultry 
Federation, and the Alabama Poultry Federation. 

The States covered by membership in the Southeastern Poultry 
Association represent about 50 percent of this present great industry. 
The processing plants located in these Southeastern States are over- 
whelmingly what are called uninspected plants. 

The above being true, our association is vitally interested in any 
proposed legislation having to do with the poultry industry. We 
are taking a position on proposed legislation for mandatory inspec- 
tion after considerable study upon the subject. 

We want to say at the outset that our association stands 100 per- 
cent for whatever legislation is best and necessary to protect the 
health of the consuming public. We do not believe, however, that 
legislation should be passed which would incur a financial burden 
upon the public, processors, and growers of poultry unless there is a 
definite overwhelming knowledge of the need for full inspection of 
poultry to protect the public health. 
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We further state that we are definitely in favor of legislation to 
bring about compulsory sanitation standards in poultry plants. We 
favor inspection to insure that these standards are adhered to. 

When we come to the matter of bird by bird inspection, both ante 
mortem and post mortem, then we believe that these phases of poultry 
inspection should be given careful consideration before action is taken. 

During the hearing before the Senate Labor Committee on May 8 
and 9, testimony was given to the effect that to protect the public health 
there must be both ante mortem and post mortem inspection. There 
was no testimony given, however, on the mechanics of this type of 
inspection, nor upon the magnitude of the task involved. We, there- 
fore, wish to furnish information on this subject. 

There are approximately 21% billion chickens of all kinds produced 
and sold annually in the United States at the present rate of produc- 
tion, and production is still growing by leaps and bounds. Post 
mortem and ante mortem inspection will require individual inspection 
of each chicken twice. It it is necessary, therefore, to inspect twice 
each and every chicken sold in the channels of trade throughout the 
Nation, then we must approach the problem from this premise. We 
are assuming here, of course, for the sake of argument, that this type 
of inspection is necessary for 100 percent protection to the consumer. 

Please let us, therefore, visualize the magnitude of this task. Now 
it might be argued here that we are dealing only with interstate com- 
merce and that there is a large amount of poultry sold in intrastate 
commerce. But let us remind you that if we propose to protect the 
health of our people, it is inconceivable that part of the Nation would 
receive this protection and part go unprotected. We must, therefore, 
assume that each State, county, and city would adopt a similar pro- 
gram, for undoubtedly officials would not be so cold as to knowingly 
endanger the health of people buying poultry sold in intrastate com- 
merce. So let us look at the problem as a whole and visualize what 
inspecting 21% billion chickens—not once, but twice—means in money. 

At the present rate of speed, as allowed by the Poultry Branch of 
the USDA voluntary inspection program, an inspector is able to ex- 
amine around 2,500 birds per hour on post mortem inspection. This 
being the criterion, then we must assume that inspection of poultry 
in the United States would require 2 million hours of work yearly for 
post mortem inspection and double that amount for the inclusion of 
ante mortem inspection. To put it in dollars and cents, assuming that 
an inspector worked 2,000 hours per year, we would need 2,000 inspec- 
tors. This would not include supervisory and other administrative 
officials. The cost, therefore, involved would run from 15 to 20 million 
dollars annually to the Government for poultry inspection. 

There is, however, an even greater cost involved. Please also vis- 
ualize the slowing down in the mechanical operation of processing 
chickens by making birds individually available for inspectors to 
examine. The loss of speed in a processing plant, the extra amount 
of labor, and the huge cost in buildings and equipment to prepare 
for this type of inspection must be borne either by the farmer and/or 
the consumer. Processing pene could not absorb any part of this 
cost because of the very small margin upon which they are operating. 
It would, therefore, be borne by the producers or consumers of poultry. 
It would lengthen the spread between the farmer and the consumer— 
a problem which is very much paramount in the Nation today. 
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Even now in post mortem inspection only, under the USDA vol- 
untary plan, poultry must sell for from 1 to 2 cents per pound more 
than poultry processed in uninspected plants. In any event, one 
would not need to know too much about the poultry business to realize 
that the mechanics of individually inspecting 214 billion chickens 
twice would make for huge increased costs. We would estimate the 
cost to producers and/or consumers to be from $60 to $100 million 
annually. Yearly poultry production is running at the rate of well 
over 6 billion pounds per year and the figure of $60 to $100 million 
is not exaggerated. 

Now our association makes this point—we want to be doubly sure 
that the proposed functions of inspection are absolutely necessary to 
protect the public health before we could endorse any such suggested 
procedure. 

It is our considered opinion, also, that a decision made on this mat- 
ter now, aside from mandatory sanitation practices, is premature. 

In the territory covering our association is located the most con- 
centrated broiler production area in the United States and, as we have 
said, most of the plants within this area are uninspected. To solve 
the current problem it is our purpose to seek the truth, and so far 
we have developed the following information: 

1. There is only one poultry infection which we know about up 
to this time which has caused deaths. This is ornithosis (psittacosis) 
in turkeys and death occurred not through the eating of turkeys but 
through the handling of turkeys. No amount of post mortem inspec- 
tion would have protected the worker from this infection. 

I have, Mr. Chairman, a copy of a letter sent me by the meatcutters 
union to the Members of Congress urging legislation for mandatory 
inspection and the basis of this letter is principally upon this ornitho- 
sis, or psittacosis, problem, and that seems to be their main reason 
for wanting to have a mandatory inspection bill introduced. 

Senator Witx1ams. Do you wish to incorporate that letter in the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Carsauen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Witurams. That will be incorporated at this time. 

(The letter, dated May 25, 1956, is as follows :) 

May 25, 1956. 


DrarR CONGRESSMAN : Diseased poultry has probably caused the 
second epidemic in 3 months in Oregon. Sixteen men and women are currently 
extremely ill with suspected psittacosis. Previously, two persons died and 61 
became ill as a result of the poultry-caused disease. 

The epidemic has consequences that reach beyond Oregon, according to scien- 
tists. The International News Service reported on April 2: 

“Agriculture Department scientists have warned that the Nation’s turkey 
industry is now threatened by an epidemic that has already led to 2 human 
deaths and sickness to 62 poultry workers * * * according to one official, ‘there 
is no doubt as to the potential danger to other turkey-producing States.’ He 
emphasized that the deadly virus could now erupt in any State ‘anywhere at 
any time.’ ” 

Excellent legislation has been introduced in the House of Representatives to 
minimize, if not prevent, such outbreaks in the future. These bills are H. R. 
8599 by Representative J. Percy Priest and H. R. 9006 by Representative Don 
Hayworth. 

A Senate subcommittee held hearings on a companion bill to these measures, 
S. 3176 or the Murray bill, on May 9-10. About two dozen major national con- 
sumer, women, health, labor, and farm organizations testified or presented state- 
ments in favor of the Murray bill. These groups included the General Federation 
of Women’s Clubs, National Farmers Union, American Association of University 





170 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


Women, AFL-CIO, Association of State and Territorial Health Offices, Associa- 
tion of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, American Nurses Associa- 
tion, National Board YWCA, Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, 
etc. 

Other bills, purporting to be mandatory poultry inspection legislation, have 
been introduced in the form of H. R. 10514, H. R. 10527, H. R. 10807, and H. R. 
11245. We should like to call to your attention the testimony of health officers 
and other experts during the Senate hearings that these measures (1) do not 
provide compulsory inspection, since inspection will only be as the Secretary of 
Agriculture “determines neceSsary”; (2) make prosecutions for violations vir- 
tually impossible because of the wording of the “prohibited acts” section; (3) 
arrogate to the United States Department of Agriculture a great deal of the 
jurisdiction of State health authorities and Food and Drug Administration con 
cerning poultry. 

We are enclosing an on-the-spot account of the first Oregon psittacosis out 
break. We hope you give the article careful consideration because it provides 
a dramatic example of the extreme urgency to enact true and effective manda 
tory poultry inspection legislation. And that is H. R. 8599 and H. R. 9006. 

Very truly yours, 
AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF AMERICA, 
Eart W. JIMERSON, 
President. 
Patrick E. GorMAn, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Mr. Carravcn. Now, sir, we can realize the interest of the meat- 
cutters union in protecting ‘the health of their wor kers, and we fully 
understand that, so we hope that when this matter is clarified, it is 
one that has to be solved on the farm and not in the processing plant; 
that they will endorse a proposal which I will make later on in this 
testimony, because certainly this problem is one for the farm and not 
for the processing plant and a means to detect it on the farm must be 


found. 

2. Qualified authorities have told us that there is only slight pro- 
tection for the public in post mortem inspection. It has been specifi- 
cally stated that if 100,000 birds were sold from an inspected line as 
against 100,000 birds being sold from an uninspected line, that the 
difference would be very little so far as protection of the public health 
is concerned. Weare told that the average condemnation in plants 
now having the voluntary inspection plan is one-half of 1 percent. 

)f this small percentage, we could assume that any plant would throw 
out at least one-half of this amount because of visible evidence of 
emaciation and deformity. In other words, the housewife would not 
take this type of bird, even if the processors wanted to put them off 
on her. This would leave, therefore, about one-fourth of 1 percent 
which could be detected only by an inspector. Now add to this the 
fact that a high percentage of germs are killed in cooking, you wind up 
Ww ith only a minute risk to the public, indeed, if there i is a risk at all. 

. No scientific testimony has yet been submitted to Congress by 
com mpe tent scientists as to what poultry diseases can be actually t rans- 
mitted to humans. If this proposition has been contended by others 
at these hearings, then it is their duty to submit scientific proof. 

I would like to call attention to some part of Dr. Carpenter’s testi- 
mony, in which he eee the fact that Congressman Fogarty, of 
Rhode Island, asked Mr. Larrick, Commissioner of the Food and Drug 
Administration, about this talk of outbreaks of disease in people from 

~ating chicken, in which Mr, Larrick replied, “We have not been able to 
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establish any firm cases where a person contracted a contagious dis- 
ease from the consumption of poultry.” 

4. Most cases of food poisoning from poultry stems from insanitary 
equipment, either in plants, retail stores, or kitchens, rather than from 
any poultry diseases. We gained this information from an interview 
with the United States Public Health Service. In fact, we wish to 
submit a copy of a letter as evidence, which we have received from 
W. N. Gilbertson, Assistant Chief, Division of Sanitary Engineering 
Services, United States Department of Health. Specifically, we quote 
this excerpt : 

Obviously, more specific information is needed on the role of poultry as a 
source or vehicle of infection to man, and such information can be obtained only 
through continuing research and investigation. 

Here is proof that we do not yet know the scientific answers to poul- 
try disease problems. Now, we admit that post mortem and ante 
mortem inspection is desirable as a general principle; but in view of 
the immense cost, such a burden should not be placed upon the Gov- 
ernment, public, and industry, without scientific information as to 
what is necessary for the protection of the public health. 

We also know—if we may testify categorically—that “murder” 
just as evil or worse than an illness or death from poultry, but the 
(yovernment and the public could in nowise inspect all individuals for 
firearms or put a continuous watch upon them. The use of narcotics 
is probably the most vicious evil we have in the Nation, but it would 
not. be feasible for the Government to furnish sufficient personnel to 
continuously inspect every known source of its entry, sale or use in the 
United States. We do have strict laws against crime; and we feel 
that there should be—if we do not already have them—laws prohibit- 
ing the sale of unsound, unhealthy, and unclean poultry, and violators 

should be subject to prosecution. But to undertake to personally in- 
spect all chickens is indeed quite an undertaking. We must bear in 
mind that the inspection of cattle and hogs and sheep is an entirely 
different proposition from the inspection ‘of chickens. There we are 
dealing with 300 to 1,000 pounds per carcass. 

With 180 million head of livestock produced in this Nation, and 

, billion chickens, the enormity of the problem becomes apparent. 

“Ry e therefore, feel that any decision upon mandatory poultry inspec- 
tion must be determined upon absolute need and we reiterate that the 
situation must be so,bad that this type of inspection is necessary for 
the protection of public health. 

Let us suggest the following 

1. Legislation for cfapulsiey plant sanitation inspection which 
includes’ a Government inspector to oversee the operations of a plant 
including dressing, chilling, packaging, and so on. 

2. Legislation requiring an immediate report by producers to field 
supervisors of outbreaks of infection upon farms so that veterinarians 
can then control the movement of such poultry and turkey flocks, and 
alse quarantine when necessary. 

3. We further recommend, as an initial step, that scientific studies 
be carried out regarding poultr y diseases and their effect upon humans. 

Right here, let us urge Congress to see the Public Health Service. 
obtains additional funds with which to carry out the necessary research 
in order to solve this current problem in our industry. 

80695—56——12 
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We further feel that the subject of mandatory poultry inspection is 
so huge and so far-reaching that no group of individuals, be it a De 
partment of Government, labor, industry, or other groups, should 
influence Congress, but that the matter be based upon the findings of 
the health authorities who will rely upon scientific knowledge. ‘This 
ns is so large and the cost would be so great that the public wel- 

are requires this procedure. 

Listening to the testimony submitted on Senate bill S. 3176 on May 
8 and May 9, one would gather that the poultry business is on the 
verge of collapse, that it is in disfavor with the public, that people by 
the wholesale are getting sick or dying, and that an emergency exists. 
The truth is that the poultry industry is more alert and vibrant than 
any other food industry in our Nation. 

More modern and sanitary machinery has been installed in the past 
10 years than for the handling of any other food commodity. 

The poultry business has been taken out of the realm of the back 
room scalding pot to modern and up-to-date streamlined methods of 
operation. 

More progress toward increasing the standard of living for our 
people has been accomplished by this industry than by any other food 
commodity because of the reasonable prices at which it sells. 

The farmers’ percentage out of the consumers’ dollar is larger in 
the poultry business than in any other food commodity. 

It is one industry that operates without Government aid or subsidy 
and is content to do so. 

With better machines, modern methods, better breeding, better 
management, and so on, the poultry industry today is offering the 
public a wonderful and delicious piece of meat at prices in line with 
economic conditions which existed 25 years ago. The public is getting 
the benefit of the progress in the poultry industry both pricewise 
and qualitywise. The margins of profits are the slimmest of any other 
food commodity, and yet it is profitable because of the huge volume 
handled. It is one industry that is doing a real job for the public. 

Congress cannot afford to tamper with an industry that is moving 
ever forward and upward for the benefit of both the farmer and 
consumer unless there is a real cause. Disruption might upset the 
applecart of progress. : 

The fact that the consumption of poultry has been growing by leaps 
and bounds is definite proof that, on the whole, the public is getting 
wholesome meat. You cannot fool the public long, and that is not 
to say that we are 100 percent clean of unscrupulous operators; but 
it is to say that on the whole the poultry business deserves a great 
vote of commendation from the sable f medals are being passed 
out, Mr. Chairman, the poultry business should be decorated with the 
largest one that can be found. 

Therefore, in conclusion let us be sure that whatever is done is 
absolutely necessary for the protection of public health. Merely to 
have a Government stamp of approval—maybe as a sales gimmick 
or something like that—is not enough. That is not the problem. 
We should seek to protect the public without fanfare and frills. We 
should not incur 1 cent of expense, however, that does not actually 
protect the public health. 

We, the members of the Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association, 
welcome study of our industry. We welcome reforms that are neces- 
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sary. We do not welcome tampering with an industry “on the march” 
simply because of its increased importance and size. Let Congress 
examine the facts and not give us unnecessary legislation, but give 
us only legislation that the public welfare requires. 

This committee, Mr. Chairman, has had very little concrete or 
practical evidence submitted. There has been no survey as to the 
actual number of plants involved; what effect it would have upon 
the little fellow in the poultry business, or whether or not it would 
put him out of business. No realistic figures have been submitted 
by the proponents of these bills. It has all been talked of in the 
most general terms, but more important than money, no scientists have 
testified on the effect of poultry diseases on humans or the scientific 
value of antemortem and post-mortem inspection. There is much 
talk about who shall do the inspecting, but very little evidence of what 
conditions exist that make it necessary. 

No one from the Public Health Service has given details of scientific 
findings on these matters. So, therefore, in order that factual wit- 
nesses and scientific experts can be called before this committee, we 
concur in the testimony given by the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, to the effect that legislation on this matter should be delayed 
until the January session of Congress and in the meantime, let us 
come to a conclusion as to what—just what—we need and what we 
can safely do without. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Wm14Ms. Do you wish to incorporate this letter to Mr. J. 
Paul Williams, executive secretary of the Southeastern Poultry and 
‘gg Association, from Wesley E. Gilbertson, dated May 3, 1956, in 
the record ? 

Mr. Carsauen. Yes, sir. 

Senator WituiaMs. It will be incorporated at this point. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
PuBLic HEALTH SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., May 3, 1956. 
Mr. J. PAUL WILLIAMS, 
Executive Secretary, Southeastern Poultry & Egg Association, 
Richmond, Va. 

Deak Mr. WitrttAmMs: This refers to your letter of April 19, 1956, requesting 
information regarding the studies of poultry problems contemplated by the 
Public Health Service in fiscal year 1958, and on the areas of danger to human 
health originating with poultry. 

As we explained to you and Mr. Carbaugh during our conversation on April 
18, our plans for studies on poultry problems are tentative, and the nature 
of studies conducted will depend on the availability of funds and the nature of 
findings as work progresses. The concurrent research and findings of other 
agencies, of educational institutions, and of the poultry industry will, un- 
doubtedly, affect the course of our activities. 

3roadly stated, the Division of Sanitary Engineering Services contemplates 
the initiation in fiscal year 1958 of a study of microbiological and chemical 
changes associated with the commercial processing of poultry. The goal of 
such a study would be (1) to develop and evaluate microbiological and chemical 
test procedures for determining the sanitary quality of poultry and poultry 
products, (2) to ascertain the effect of certain commercial practices on the 
sanitary quality of poultry and poultry products by correlating field observa- 
tions with the results obtained from laboratory examinations of suitable samples, 
and (3) to obtain information which may serve as a basis for developing recom- 
mended standards of sanitary quality based on bacteriological and chemical 
analyses of processed poultry and poultry products. 
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Obviously, more specific information is needed on the role of poultry as a 
source or vehicle of infection to man, and such information can be obtained only 
through continuing research and investigations, Reports of food-borne out- 
breaks frequently involve poultry or various poultry dishes. In some outbreaks 
poultry is a source of the causative organisms, while in other outbreaks the 
food has most probably been contaminated as a result of inadequate sanitary 
precautions during or after processing. Infection introduced into the kitchen 
on diseased or contaminated poultry may result in contamination of equipment 
surfaces, utensils and employees’ hands, and ultimately of prepared poultry 
dishes or of other foods. Heating of poultry or of foods such as dressings, 
croquettes, gravies, piles, ete. during cooking maye be insufficient to destroy 
organisms or bacterial toxins present. Processed, cooked, or prepared foods 
(i. e. salads), even though contaminated with relatively few organisms, may be 
held at temperatures favoring bacterial growth and cause food-borne illness, 
Aside from infected birds, there are various sources of contamination from 
which the product should be protected through good sanitary practice and en- 
vironment: Body discharges and dust from live poultry, rodents, insects, sewage, 
processing wastes, unsafe water or ice, infected or careless employees, con- 
taminated equipment or utensils, pesticides, dust, and other extraneous ma- 
terials. 

Employees in poultry-processing plants may contract infections such as 
psittacosis, Newcastle disease, and various dermatoses. We are forwarding 
your letter to the Communicable Disease Center, Public Health Service, Atlanta, 
Ga., for further reply with regard to the problems posed by these and other 
diseases of poultry transmissible to man, and the field studies are epidemiological 
investigations which are contemplated by the Service. Enclosed are four 
papers which may be of interest to you, and which list a number of references 
on various aspects of the poultry disease public health subject: (1) Poultry 
Sanitation Standards, (2) The United States Public Health Service Model 
Poultry Ordinance and Code,” (3) Poultry Inspection and Sanitation, and (4) 
Discussion of the New Poultry Ordinance. 

We certainly appreciate your offer to work with the Service in solving these 
problems of mutual concern. Undoubtedly, we will be calling on your associa- 
tion and its members for cooperation and assistance as our field studies get 
under way. We would be pleased to receive from, you, or from others within 
the poultry industry, any information on research or observations which will 
broaden our understanding of these problems and contribute to the solutions 
which we all desire. 

It was a pleasure meeting with you and Mr. Carlbaugh on your recent visit to 
Washington, and we are looking forward to seeing you again in the near future. 
In the meantime, we hope that the above information will be helpful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
WesTLeY E. GILBERTSON, 
Assistant Chief Division of Sanitary Engineering Services. 


Senator Wirt1ams. Our next witness is Mr. Quillin, 


STATEMENT OF E. BOWEN QUILLIN, PRESIDENT, EASTERN SHORE 
POULTRY GROWERS’ EXCHANGE, SELBYVILLE, DEL., ALSO REP- 
RESENTING THE MARYLAND STATE POULTRY COUNCIL, THE 
DELAWARE POULTRY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, THE DELA- 
WARE POULTRY INDUSTRY, INC., THE DELAWARE STATE POUL- 
TRY COMMISSION, AND THE EASTERN SHORE GRAIN & FEED 
DEALERS ASSOCIATION 


Senator Witi1ams. Mr. Quillin, Senator Butler and Senator Beall 
asked me to express their regrets that they have been unable to be at 
the committee meeting. However, they want to assure all the gentle- 
ment that they will read with interest the statements in support of the 
objectives upon which you are testifying to this morning. 

Mr. Qutiin. Thank you, sir. 
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I am E. Bowen Quillin, president of the Eastern Shore Poultry 
Growers’ Exchange, Selbyville, Del. The organization which I rep- 
resent has joined with the following other organizations in the prepara- 
tion of this statement—they are: The Delmarva Poultry Industry, 
Inc., the Delaware State Poultry Commission, the Maryland State 
Poultry Council, the Eastern Shore Grain & Feed Dealers’ Associa- 
tion, and the Delaware Poultry Improvement Association. Each of 
these organizations is represented here today, and these representa- 
tives will be glad to state their views in person, if the committee 
requests. 

I want to point out that this statement represents the broiler produc- 
tion and marketing area popularly known as Delmarva. Delmarva 
is a peninsula consisting of the State of Delaware, 9 Maryland coun- 
ties, and 2 counties of Virginia, located on the Kastern Shore. 

The combined membership of these organizations represents more 
than 75 percent of the poultry producers on Delmarva; also repre- 
sented by these organizations are the various feed dealers and manu- 
facturers, poultry processors, hatcheries, allied poultry industries, and 
business organizations whose prosperity is closely asociated with the 
welfare of the Delmarva Peninula. 

Statements presented at earlier hearings have emphasized the im- 
portance of poultry and poultry products in the agricultural economy. 
On a national basis, poultry is the third most important farm com- 
modity, accounting for 11 percent of the total farm income. With 
your permission, I would like to say a few words about the Delmarva 
poultry industry. Delmarva is usually credited with being the birth- 
lace of the commercial broiler industry. In a short period of 20 years 

roilers have become the lifeblood of the agricultural economy and 

the bellwether of the entire Delmarva area. Broilers account for 
50 percent of the agricultural income of Delaware and almost 70 
percent of the farm income of Sussex County. 

In Maryland broilers account for slightly over 20 percent of the 
total farm income in the State; but in the Eastern Shore counties close 
to one-half of the farm income is from broiler production. 

In 1955, total broiler production for the peninsula was close to 500 
million pounds, returning growers approximately $125 million in 
terms of gross income. To us, poultry is important, and we are al- 
ways interested in those conditions which will assure the public a 
wholesome product at a reasonable cost and at the same time serve 
the interest of this important industry. 

The phenomenal growth of the broiler industry in Delmarva and 
other production areas is the result of several factors: 

1. The production and marketing of a product that enjoys remark- 
able consumer acceptance. 

2. The tremendous advancement in efficiency of all phases of the 
entire broiler industry. The public has been the benefactor of this 
efliciency by receiving an improved quality product at low relative 
prices. 

3. The determination on the part of the industry to solve its own 
problem without the aid of Government subsidies. 

We are in agreement with the objectives of both of the Senate bills 
under consideration, that of providing compulsory Federal inspection 
for poultry and poultry products. Such a program we believe would 
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be beneficial to all. Consumers would have the added assurance of 
a wholesome product. Poultry producers and those engaged in proc- 
essing and marketing would benefit from increased confidence and 
acceptance of the inspected product. Also, such a program would 
»ut poultry on equal basis with red meats which have enjoyed the 
benefits of compulsory Federal inspection for many years. 

After careful study of these two bills, S. 3588 and S. 3983, we believe 
that the Aiken bill, S. 3588, very definitely provides the best framework 
for developing a compulsory Federal inspection program for poultry. 
We recommend and urge its enactment for these reasons: 

1. It establishes a practical timetable for the application of com- 
pulsory inspection of all plants, permitting those plants that are now 
under the voluntary plan to shift to the new plan as soon as the admin- 
istrative machinery can be established. On the other hand, those 
plants that must make changes in their operation would have sufficient 
time to make these changes without disrupting the orderly movement 
of poultry from farm to market. 

2. We question the advisability of designating by law a specific 
agency to carry out the inspection program. Senate bill 3588 leaves 
this decision to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. Senate 
bill 3983 would place poultry inspection in the hands of Federal Meat 
Inspection Service. We question the logic of this because poultry 
and read meats are two distinctly different products with different 
growers and growing conditions, processors, and pathology; and 
furthermore, poultry and red meats compete for the same “meat” 
dollar. 

3. The voluntary inspection program now operated by the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service has received wide acceptance. This program 
is used much more in Delmarva than in other areas. It is estimated 
that between 60 and 65 percent of the poultry processed on Delmarva 
now is inspected for wholesomeness. We feel it has been very helpful 
in raising to very high levels the processing and marketing standards 
now used by the processors on Delmarva. It seems logical that this 
experience and know-how should not be overlooked in selecting an 
agency to administer the compulsory program, 

4. We feel that the provisions for ante mortem inspection as stated 
in S. 3983 is impractical and unworkable in an area such as Delmarva, 
where the free movement of live poultry across State boundaries is a 
necessity for orderly marketing and competitive selling. 

We have buyers in the Eastern Shore Poultry, Inc., from four differ- 
ent States. They have been approved as buyers. I think it is safe 
to say about 50 percent of the poultry moved from the house to the 
plant would move across State borders. This, obviously, would make 
it very impractical to have inspection in the field. 

5. To make a compulsory inspection program fully effective and 
equally applicable to all processors, some means of regulating intra- 
state movement of poultry is needed. Senate bill S. 3588 provides 
for this by giving the Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation with 
local health authorities, the power to establish such a program in a 
designated city or area, thereby coordinating all poultry inspection. 

It seems only fair to point out that no other phase of the poultry 
and livestock industries has made greater increases in efficiency during 
the past 25 years than has the broiler-fryer business. During 1930, 
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only 20 pounds of poultry meat could be realized from each 100 pounds 
of feed; today, an equal amount of feed will produce 38 pounds of 
chicken meat, an increase of 90 percent. 

Such progress in the poultry industry results in reasonable consumer 
prices, giving Mrs. Housewife a decided advantage as she selects 
broilers and fryers for her family’s meat. And she is choosing chicken 
often. During the past quarter of a century, broiler growing has 
increased from less than a million a year to more than 1 billion. Think 
of it—from one-quarter pound broiler meat annually, to 18 pounds 
per person in 1955. During the same period, all chicken-meat con- 
sumption increased from about 10 pounds per person to about 29 
pounds. 

Such a record as that just reviewed has been no accident. This 
progress could have been made only through fair dealings with con- 
sumers, giving them a wholesome, economical meat buy as they have 
continued to purchase poultry at a rapidly increasing rate. 

In closing, let me say again we are in favor of compulsory inspection 
of poultry and poultry products. We believe the inspection program 
should be one that provides sufficient safeguards to the consuming 
public without adding unnecessarily to the cost of marketing. In our 
humble opinion, we believe Senate bill S. 3588 provides the necessary 
framework for establishing a workable compulsory Federal inspection 
program. We hope the subcommittee will give it favorable con- 
sideration. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee for 
the opportunity to present this statement. 

Senator Wiittiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Quillin. 

The committee is to understand that you feel that the adoption of 
some form of compulsory inspection for poultry would be a benefi 
not only to the consumer, but also to the farmer and all segments o 
the industry involved. Isthat right? 

Mr. Quin. That is right, sir. 

Senator Wiii1ams. Thank you. 

I am wondering if you would not, for the record, identify the men 
that you have with you and the organization which they represent, or 
perhaps we can go down the line, and each one of you identify 
yourselves. 

Mr. Quiiiin. Dr. John Hammond, Delaware State Poultry Com- 
mission. Next is Sterling White, of the Delmarva Poultry Industry. 
Next is Mr. Phillips, representing the Maryland State Poultry Coun- 
cil. Next is Mr. Gordon, representing the Delaware Poultry Improve- 
ment Association. 

Senator Witi1ams. Do any of you gentlemen have an additional 
statement that you wish to submit for the record ? 

Thank you, Mr. Quillin. 

Our next witness is Mr. Herbert Beyers. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT BEYERS, SECRETARY, NORBEST TURKEY 
GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 


Mr. Bryers. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
represent the Norbest Turkey Growers’ Association, Salt Lake City, 
Utah, which is a cooperative marketing association, with cooperative 
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corporations affiliated as members. This organization has a member- 
ship of approximately 4,000 turkey growers located in the States of 
Utah, California, Oregon, Nebraska, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and 
Hilinois. In addition to this, we get a considerable volume from 
neighboring States. 

We are one of the pioneers in developing and using the inspection 
serviees of the Department of Agriculture for wholesomeness of 
poultry. Since this program has been on a voluntary basis and our 
members have, therefore, had to pay for inspection for wholesome- 
ness, they have been a competitive disadvantage with producers who 
have not utilized the service. 

In the beginning there was no previous experience in poultry inspec- 
tion, so both the Department and the plants using the inspection 
service on a voluntary basis had to work it out. While our plants are 
principally on turkeys and a very small percent of the birds show any 
evidence of disease, our turkey growers are determined to eliminate 
even this very small percent. 

We believe that the department handling poultry inspection has done 
a commendable job in protecting the health of the public. 

Our records show that we have been able to put wholesome inspected 
poultry on the market; that it has had good acceptance by the public. 

Our organization supports Senate bill 3588 under which the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture will administer the compulsory law when it is 
enacted. We oppose Senate bill 8983 which places the administration 
of the inspection law under the Meat Division of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

‘We believe that this proposed legislation should take advantage of 
the 28 years of experience already gained in the inspection of poultry. 
We have found the present inspection service to be alert and diligent. 
They have held post-mortem inspection on all poultry, and ante-mor- 
tem inspection when they deemed it necessary. As one of the pioneers 
in the use of inspection services, our members have made substantial 
investments in modern processing facilities costing between $300,000 
and $400,000 per plant where refrigeration is included. We have 12 
member plants under this inspection service. By this experience and 
these expenditures, we have demonstrated our desire to supply the 
consumer with the best of wholesome turkeys. We, therefore, resent 
the untrue and derogatory statements which have been leveled against 
the present inspection service and our industry by persons that have 
had little or no direct experience with it. Under the present poultry 
inspection services conducted by the Department of Agriculture, there 
has been developed a system of poultry inspection which we believe 
offers the consumer the most siaucanp poultry in the world. 

Senator Witiiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Beyers. We will 

make the same suggestion to you that we have to the others. If, after 
studying the recommended amendments, as incorporated in the com- 
mittee print by the Department of Agriculture, you have any fur- 
ther statement you wish so file, we would be glad to have it. 

Mr. Beyers. Thank 

Senator WILLIAMs. whe next witness will be Mr. G. A. Heinze. 
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STATEMENT OF G. A. HEINZE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MINNESOTA 
POULTRY, BUTTER & EGG ASSOCIATION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Hernze. My name is G. A. Heinze, and I am the executive 
secretary of the Minnesota Poultry, Butter & Egg Association repre- 
senting the buyers, sellers, dealers, processors, packers, distributors, 
and so on, of poultry, butter and eggs in the State of Minnesota. There 
are 2,500 licensed produce buyers within the State, approximately 60 
percent of which are poultry and egg operators. 

As reported by the State-Federal Crop and Livestock Reporting 
Service, there were produced in the State of Minnesota during the 
year 1955, 8,016,000 head live turkeys weighing 128,256,000 pounds, 
of which approximately 127 million pounds were sold, bringing in cash 
income of $37,133,000. 

During the same period there were produced 19,777,000 head chick- 
ens weighing 89,737,000 pounds. Of this amount, approximately 
79 million pounds were sold, bringing in a eash income of $12,241,000; 
a combined amount of approximately $50 million. The balance of 
both the chickens and turkeys apparently were consumed by the 
producers. 

In addition to the poultry processing plants coming within jurisdic- 
tion of the United States Department of Agriculture, there are a 
number of other possibly smaller processors that do not avail them- 
selves of the Department services. Some of this poultry may move 
in interstate commerce, but the larger part remains within the State of 
Minnesota, being consumed in the cities of Minneapolis, St. Paul, 
and Duluth. 

You have before you bills S. 3588 and S. 3983. We are in accord 
with bill 8. 3588 for several reasons, some of which we will enumerate. 

1. S. 3588 in section 2, which is the legislative finding, has a definite 
proposition and objective. Its terms are conservative and meaning- 
ful and are not destructive of public confidence in one of our fine 
agricultural food products. The proposals give full insurance to the 
consuming public that poultry that has been inspected for whole- 
someness can be relied upon as a good food product. 

2. S. 3588 gives the Secretary of Agriculture full authority to con- 
duct an effective inspection program to determine the wholesomeness 
of the product. It provides for both ante mortem and post mortem 
type of examination when, in the process of operation, it is deemed 
necessary. 

3. S. 3588 would vest the authority contained therein, in the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture in the same manner in which other powers of the 
Department are now vested in the Secretary. We need only point 
out, as referred to above, that the Department is now providing ex- 
cellent service in the State of Minnesota. We also which to direct 
to your attention, that the Department is experienced in this matter of 
poultry inspection, as such work has been carried out by them for ap- 
proximately 25 years. 

4. S. 3588 provides that the mandatory or compulsory inspection 
service could be put into effect within any reasonable time upon re- 
quest of the processors, but the full program must be put into effect 
by July 1, 1958. S. 3983 provides that the program go into effect on 
January 1, 1957. 
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There is no doubt but what this bill, if it becomes law, will cause 
some revamping of existing plants, especially those of small operators 
and will also entail some outlay of money in order to comply with the 
sanitary requirements. If there are such unsanitary plants in opera 
tion now, then naturally the new sanitary supervision will be desir 
able, not only for the consuming public, but for the farmer-producer 
as well, in that it will guarantee a desirable and wholesome product, 
thus creating more demand. 

This sanitary inspection service should not create any great hard 
ship on any processor, even the so-called small operator. It is ow 
desire, and I know it is yours also, to not put any one out of busines 
and thus deprive him of his livelihood. On the other hand, it is our 
desire to protect the interests of all processors, both large and small 
alike. It has been demonstrated recently, in the State of North Da- 
kota, where new inspection services have been enacted and established, 
that the so-called small operator has been able to comply. 

I thank you for the opportunity of expressing the views of this 
Minnesota Association on this very important industry bill. 

Senator Wim.1ams. Thank you very much, Mr. Heinze. I gather 
that your organization is wholeheartedly in support of S. 3588? 

Mr. Hernze. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wiit1ams. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Robert Parks. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT R. PARKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERI- 
CAN POULTRY AND HATCHERY FEDERATION, ALTOONA, PA. 


Mr. Parxs. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Robert R. Parks. I am a poultry breeder, operating Parks 
Barred Rock Farm in Altoona, Pa. I am immediate past president 
of the American Poultry and Hatchery Federation and currently 
an executive director of that organization. It has a membership of 
approximately 4,000 poultry hatcherymen and poultry breeders 
throughout the Nation. 

We have a deep concern in both S. 3983 and S. 3588, legislation 
which is designed to provide compulsory Federal inspection of poul- 
try and poultry products. 

Our organization first took official note of the desirability of Fed- 
eral inspections at its annual meeting in Cleveland, Ohio, on July of 
1954. The board of directors at this session instructed its officers to 
confer with the industry’s trade association for processors to deter- 
mine whether such an undertaking could be feasibly launched. It 
can be said that this matter has been a matter of concern for all seg- 
ments of the industry for some time—not because we believe that an 
excessive volume of unwholesome poultry is sold but because we be- 
heve we should check the sale of all unfit oultry if that is possible. 
Poultry hatcherymen and breeders are — aware of the importance 
of tremendous faith the consumer has in the purple stamp of approval, 
“U. S. Inspected and Passed” which appears on red meat a poul- 
try. It is an assurance of wholesomeness, something which all.seg- 
ments of the food trade strive to achieve. Few there are who would 
deliberately offer for sale a product known to be unfit for human 
consumption. 
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I believe every hatcheryman and breeder will join me in endorsing 
the ultimate goal sought in both these bills, which is to assure the 
consumer of wholesome poultry. a hoor; 

S. 3588, it appears to me, is the more rigid of the two since it would 
require Federal inspections of all poultry offered for sale in certain 
areas, even though some poultry sold therein would actually be of- 
fered in intrastate commerce. The reason should not be lightly 
treated. 

As members of this committee well know, the poultry industry on in- 
numerable occasions has demonstrated its desire to stand on its own 
feet as much as possible. We know that only those processors offer- 
ing such a product can long remain in business in this highly compe- 
titive field. Because it is competitive, the Federal-inspections-by- 
areas Clause is desirable. 

A uniform policy with respect to the application of compulsory 
inspection must be considered. 

Next, while a large portion of the industry could quickly meet 
the sanitary conditions laid down under both of these bills, there are 
questions as to whether this could be accomplished between now and 
January 1, 1957, without serious economic repercussions. The com- 
mittee must recognize that the heaviest movement of fryer chickens 
is now in full sway. That will be followed in September by the sea- 
sonal marketing of hens as farm flocks are trimmed prior to receiving 
the oncoming crop of new pullets just entering egg production. No 
sooner is that heavy rush over than we get into the holiday processing 
activity. This year the largest turkey crop in history must be moved 
to market. 

Thus, it is not time to force immediate changes in processing plant 
facilities and equipment which might retard processing lines. 

I am sure the committee fully appreciates the time which would be 
needed to train personnel to handle the inspection work and do it 
adequately and in keeping with the high standards the consumers 
have a right to expect. 

This Nation processed over 800 million broilers last year. It will 
have to process roughly 78 million turkeys in the next 12 months. 
Add to this the untold millions of hens removed from flocks to make 
room for 300 million new pullets coming into production. This is quite 
a contrast to the mere 100 million meat animals annually inspected. 

Remember that the present staff in USDA now inspects between 
20 and 25 percent of all the above poultry processed in interstate 
commerce. 

We believe any effort to adopt the early effective date of compulsory 
Federal inspections embodied in S. 3983 would bring about the worst 
days the industry has seen in its history. The confusion would be 
of catastrophic proportions—and for no valid reason. It would be 
quite a task to do it by January 1, 1957. That is only 6 months away. 

Finally, we favor S. 3588 over S. 3983 because we are taxpayers who 
want to see this task done as- painlessly as possible on the pocketbook. 
We have now in the Poultry Branch of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service a unit already set up around which to build an expandg 
ae a It would certainly be a waste to change the structure and 
uild anew. 
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The figures I have cited above indicate the need for a unit entirely 
separate from the Meat Inspections Service because the job is greater, 
Poultry and red meat are competitors. It has been pointed out earlier 
in these hearings that the poultry industry accounts for 11 percent of 
the national cash farm mcome—representing between 314 and 4 
billion dollars annually. This is something that cannot be considered 
as a mere “branch” of any other segment of agriculture because it is 
a distinct branch of agriculture in itself. Our industry production 
cycle is much shorter than that of the red-meat industry and moves 
more rapidly. 

Finally, provision must be made for flexibility in regulations and 
provision must be made for close cooperation between Federal and 
State inspections services. Our industry is moving so rapidly, grow- 
ing at a terrific rate and introducing innovations one right after 
another—all designed to provide the consumer with a better product 
at a lower cost. 

In establishing a compulsory inspections program, everything 
should be done that can be done to allow the industry room to grow. 
The provisions of S. 3588 more nearly approach this accomplishment. 

Thank you for hearing our statement. 

Senator Wiiurams. Thank you very much, Mr. Parks. The com- 
mittee certainly appreciates your coming down. 

The next witness will be Mr. Andrew E. Danish. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW E. DANISH, PRESIDENT, NORTHEASTERN 
POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, TROY, N. Y. 


Mr. Dantsu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Andrew 
E. Danish. I am president of the Northeastern Poultry Producers 
Council with headquarters at 10 Rutgers Place, Trenton, N. J. I oper- 
ate a poultry farm in Rennselaer County near Troy, N. Y. 

The council of which I am president, known as NEPPCO, has rep- 
resented the interests of the poultrymen and the poultry industry of 
the 14 Northeastern States for over 25 years. Through our member- 
ship, we represent approximately 30,000 poultrymen and allied poul- 
try interests. 

The council is on record by formal vote as favoring a poultry inspec- 
tion service which includes at least these points. 

1. It must provide an honestly adequate inspection service, not bur- 
dened with unnecessary, unproved detail; in other words, that it be 
simple, understandable, and practical. 

2. Since the objective of a poultry inspection service is to protect 
both consumer and the industry, iedinihie the producer, it should be 
supplied at public expense. 

3. Adequate recognition of the rights of the small businessman and 
producer should be included. In the Northeast, there are many pro- 
ducers and small processing plants who do an adequate job of sanita- 
tion who must not be forced out of business by cumbersome rules and 
costs that would be economical only to a large operation. Provisions 
to adequately service this group must be made. 

4. From a practical and economical government administration 
viewpoint, we object to a new service being started, particularly in 
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view of the fact that the United States Department of Agriculture 
has been providing a similar service for meat products for over 50 
years, and for poultry, on a voluntary basis, for over 28 years. Fur- 
thermore, we feel that the Food and Drug Administration should 
serve as a check and balance—a police officer, if you will—and as such, 
has no place in the service angle of inspection. 

5. Provision for participation of State authorities in the service 
should be made in order that more complete and uniform service can 
be rendered to all in the industry. 

We favor S. 3588 with some possible modifications. This bill covers 
most of the pomts that have been made. I shall take them up section 
by section, 

Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 are policy matters with which we agree. 

We favor the inspection section—section 5—since it leaves to the 
Secretary of Agriculture’s discretion the actual techniques and appli- 
cation of inspection. We believe this is good and desirable since there 
is constant new knowledges and new developments which should be 
»laced into practice as soon as possible. To rigidly incorporate in 
las the techniques involved makes such changes, however desirable, 
slow and cumbersome to accomplish. 

Section 6: Sanitation, Facilities, and Practices, meets with our ap- 
oroval. We definitely are in favor of compulsory sanitation regu- 
haa 

Sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 are technical sections providing 
for penalties, records, labeling, and so forth, which are necessary for 
the adequate enforcement of such a law. Our only plea is that they 
be kept as simple and understandable as possible, with no unnecessary 
requirements. If practical, we would favor inclusion of these under 
the regulations promulgated by the Secrtary so that they, too, may 
be subject to reasonably prompt change to meet new circumstances of 
the future. 

Section 14 provides for regulations and we favor this section for 
the same reasons as above described. 

Section 15 provides for certain exemptions, particularly of the pro- 
ducer, and for other special circumstances to enable the Secretary of 
Agriculture to provide this service effectively. ‘This seems desirable. 

Section 16 is a penalty clause. We make no comment. 

Section 17, with reference to imports, is definitely needed and we 
strongly favor the requirement that any imported poultry must be 
subject to the same provisions as is domestic poultry. 

Section 19, providing for authority for appropriations is, we feel, 
an essential part of this act. 

We have no quarrel with section 21: Definitions. 

Section 22, providing the effective date of July 1, 1958, and per- 
mitting the Secretary to provide service in advance of that date, is 
desirable, and we favor it. 

The adequate inspection of poultry will be a big job. Over 214 
billion chichens are sDiighieired anually. There are many problems 
to be worked out in adapting processing techniques and procedures 
and the time allowed is not too much to accomplish the smooth opera- 
tion of the service. While we favor S. 3588 we stress this to point 
out the importance of having this service provided by an organization 
that is familiar with the industry and familiar with the service which 
is needed to give the consumer a wholesome product. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Witu1ams. Thank you, Mr. Danish. Have you reviewed 
the recommendations of the Department of Agriculture as to the 
series of amendments to S. 3588 ? 

Mr. Dantsun. I don’t believe I have. 

Senator Witx1amMs. The committee wishes that you would take a 
copy of these proposed amendments, which are in the committee print, 
and if you have any further comments on those, furnish them to us in 
a supplementary statement for our record. Some of them are tech- 
nical amendments, and some are just proposed changes which they 
pointed out later, after the original bill was introduced. 

Mr. Dantsu. Very well. Thank you. 

Senator Witi1ams. Our next witness will be Chester C. Housh. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER C. HOUSH, NATIONAL TURKEY 
FEDERATION, ELKTON, VA. 


Mr. Housu. This is the statement of the National Turkey Federa- 
tion, before the Senate Committee on Agriculture. 

My name is Chester C. Housh. Iam a farmer and poultry producer 
from Elkton, Va. As immediate past president of the National Tur- 
key Federation and a current member of the board of directors of this 
organization, I am authorized to speak for the 10,000 turkey growers 
who live with their families on farms in the 48 States of the United 
States. 

Our organization recognizes the importance of the subject upon 
which this committee is deliberating. We believe it is just as important 
to the poultry producer as to the consumer that the health and welfare 
of the consuming public be protected. It is for this reason that the 
National Turkey Federation has given the utmost support to the vol- 
untary poultry inspection program and will give the same support to 
a mandatory inspection program. 

The committee has before it two bills, S. 3588 and S. 3983. Both of 
these bills provide for compulsory inspection. Of these two bills, we 
oppose S. 3983 and favor S. 3588, 

The National Turkey Federation has welcomed the aid and innova- 
tions that have been developed by the Department of Agriculture. We 
have taken great, pride in the achievements of this Department. We 
have enthusiastically applauded the great discoveries in the experi- 
mental and research field which have so successfully be feicbaradd Sart 
people and conserved to our economy uncounted billions of dollars. 

The successful development of rust- and wilt-resistent varieties of 
grain, the control of hoof-and-mouth disease, tuberculosis, and Bang’s 
disease in cattle, the fight against the many diseases of sheep and swine, 
the fight for human survival against the hordes of insects and pests 
which could easily destroy the human race if permitted to run ram- 
pant, the improvement in the status of the farmer by encouraging bet- 
ter farming methods, the conserving of the soil by strip and contour 
farming. Progress in these fields of combat did not just happen. 
They were the result of organized effort by a great ‘Agriculture! De- 
partment which has justified the faith we had in it. 

The development of standards for inspections, grading, and classi- 
fication of cotton, tobacco, hay and grains, meat and meat food prod- 
ucts, poultry and poultry products, fresh and frozen fruits and vegeta- 
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bles have rendered inestimable service to producers and consumers 
alike. Here is an agency which may draw fire in the maelstrom of its 
current and present activities, but no one in sober reflection can ques- 
tion USDA’s service to the American people. 

The National Turkey Federation in convention in January of this 
year passed a resolution recommending that ooultry inspection be 
administered by the Agricultural Marketing Service which is now 
administering the voluntary poultry- -inspection program. We real- 
ize that there has been criticism of this service. V oluntary inspection 
is not like mandatory inspection. In the voluntary program an indi- 
vidual or processing company can be in today and out tomorrow. In 
mandatory inspection the poultry industry is committed to a con- 
tinuous program with mandates and power to enforce the program. 
And this is the way it should be. We should expect—for certainly it 
will be true—that there will be no perfection. We only approxi- 
mate perfection. In the human medical field we do not have per- 
fection. Human diseases now and then get out of hand—and plagues 
come to us. The Salk vaccine episode is an example. 

What we need is faith and a determination to go forward. The 
Red Meat Inspection Service is now celebrating its 50th anniversary 
of inspection service. We congratulate the Red Meat Service. A 
wonderful job has been done—but it has not always been a bed of roses. 

I was a young man when the red meat inspection program started. 
[ can recall the criticism and coals of fire that were thrown at this 
service. The independence of the producer was being threatened. 
The small meat slaughtering plants would go out of existence. There 
would be no hope for individual advancement and ownership of 
slaughtering plants. 

These objections were overcome—but not before the same type of 
accusation and slander was hurled at the service as has been heaped 
upon the voluntary inspection service. Human problems will always 
be with us. Some individuals or companies will try to pan off a poor 
product for a good product. Some day we hope to have better 
marketing and prevent the spoilage which accounts for much of the 
condemned product rather than the processing. 

The National Turkey Federation believes that chickens, turkeys, 
and all poultry products compete with red meats. We believe that 
competitive products should not be thrown in one heap for supervision. 
Surely an industry which accounts for stch a large percent of the farm 
income and is the third most important producer of farm income 
should stand on its own feet and have its own inspection service. We 
are opposed to S. 3983 which in our opinion would subordinate the 
mandatory poultry-inspection program ‘to the red meat inspection 
program. 

Bill S. 3588 places the responsibility in the hands of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. The mandate is clear and enforceable. He is given 
full authority to conduct a poultry-inspection service and to delegate 
its @uidahee and direction to whomsoever he might appoint. 

We place our faith in the present Secretary of Agriculture and 
any future Secretaries that might hereinafter be appointed. 

The National Turkey Federation and National Poultry Producers’ 
Association recommend to you the enactment of bill S. 3588. 

As a representative of these two national organizations, I thank you 
for the privilege of presenting our views on this subject. 





186 COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 


Senator Wiixtiams. Thank you, Mr. Housh. I would ask you, 
too, if you have not already reviewed the amendments which are 
suggested. 

Mr. Housu. I reviewed the amendments, but it has not been passed 
on by the executive committee. However, we will get in touch with 
them and give you our comments. 

Senator Witu1ams. We would appreciate having that, and thank 
you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. Carl E. Nall. 


STATEMENT OF CARL E. NALL, SECRETARY, PACIFIC DAIRY & 
POULTRY ASSOCIATION, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Nati. My name is Carl E. Nall, and I am secretary of the 
Pacific Dairy & Poultry Association, a nonprofit trade association 
representing the dairy and poultry industries throughout the nine 
Western States. Our membership processes and distributes approxi- 
mately 80 percent of all poultry in this area. 

By a majority vote of our members at our 32d annual meeting, 
the following resolution was adopted and is submitted for your con- 
sideration. 


Be it resolved, That the Pacific Dairy and Poultry Association go on record 
favoring the administration of a compulsory wholesomeness inspection pro- 
gram for poultry moving interstate by the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, Poultry Inspection Division, and that the costs for administering the 
program be by appropriation from public funds. 


Further consideration of pending proposals to vi paca poultry 


inspection has led to an endorsement of S. 3588, a bill which we be- 
lieve is designed to give the consumer a maximum of protection for 
wholesome poultry. 

A mandatory wholesomeness inspection law has been enacted by 
the State of California to become effective July 1, 1956. Although 
plants operating under the voluntary inspection program of the Poul- 
try Inspection Service as set up under the Agricultural Marketing 
Service are exempt under this law, the peculiar requirements of the 
California law have caused great concern to processors from other 
States, and it would, indeed, be unfortunate if this should cause a 
chain reaction of dissimilar and trade-stifling inspection laws in 
other local jurisdictions. It would appear to us that S. 3588 would 
provide a sound basis for eliminating the possibility of extending mul- 
tiple conflicting inspection requirements among the various States of 
the Union. 

Senator Wiiu1AMs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Natu. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing here. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Witu1aMs. We are not going to be able to complete all the 
witnesses this morning. Some of them, I understand, may have to 
leave early this afternoon; therefore, we are going to ry around. 
We will call Mr. Philip Palmer at thistime. I might say that if any 
of those who are scheduled to testify here wishes to file his statement 
before we recess, we shall be glad to incorporate it in the record. 
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STATEMENT OF PHILIP PALMER, VICE PRESIDENT, SHERMAN 
WHITE & CO., FORT WAYNE, IND. 


Mr. Parmer. I am submitting my statement as vice president of the 
Sherman White & Co., of Fort Wayne, Ind. 
(The statement of Mr. Palmer is as follows:) 


We are opposed to these two bills or any attempt at the Federal level to impose 
mandatory inspection of poultry and poultry products because it will drive us 
out of business and we do not want to be driven out of business. 

We do believe in inspection of poultry, as vital to the very nature of the product 
itself and its use by the consuming public. We do not want to be drawn into 
any controversy as to the relative merits of any of various bills which show 
“legislative findings” and other premises advocating Federal mandatory inspec- 
tion with which we cannot agree. 

Fort Wayne is in the northeast corner of Indiana, and we do business prin- 
cipally in Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio. In order to hold our Indiana business, 
we would have to run under only local and State inspection, without Federal 
inspection. In ‘our opinion live poultry would move from Indiana into Ohio 
and Michigan and be dressed there by State inspected houses. We doubt that 
setting up market areas for interstate shipments under Federal inspection would 
be constitutional. 

We believe the scope of legislation involved in either of these two bills is too 
complex and that ultimate cost of any Federal program is too large for the Con- 
gress to pass on at this time, pending further study, discussion, and debate. We 
do recommend that the Congress make a complete and thorough independent 
investigation and pledge our sincere cooperation should we be called upon. 

We do not believe that the poultry industry in the United States could have 
grown to its present size and become the third largest source of income for the 
farmer if it had not had the advantage of working in a free economy, supplying 
a need to the consuming public. An industry which has had this phenomenal 
growth quite naturally has also had its problems, but the problems have been 
met and the industry has forged ahead. 

We are committed, by our very existence and our own financial investment, to 
the growth of this poultry industry. We believe that anything that is good for 
any part or phase of our business is axiomatically good for the industry as a 
whole. The farmer, operating independently, with the information available 
today, both from public and private sources, should be encouraged to grow 
healthy birds as economically as possible. It is one of the facts of life that 
unhealthy poultry is not profitable. The public does need protection on this 
score also, we agree. There is much merit in the independent function of the 
Pure Food and Drug Administration. They have a right to condemn and prose- 
cute anyone that ships product in interstate commerce that is not fit for food. 

Let us also admit that any law in itself will not eliminate the natural hazards 
and dangers involved in eating food. Let us hope that civilization has progressed 
beyond the point where a sultan must have a personal taster to sample his food 
Any 100 percent effective inspection. program would have to do just that. With- 
out deprecating the seriousness of the situation regarding dangerous or unfit 
food in trade channels, it is our observation that the vast majority of our food 
is well handled and that a large share of contamination is at the retail level 
and beyond, to the finished preparations and to leftovers of the meal. We also 
believe that we have the finest retail, establishments and the finest cooks in our 
homes today that the world has ever known. Certainly continued common sense 
and broad educational programs toward food handling are more likely to minimize 
the dangers. 

While we have no figures to substantiate it, we believe the incidence of food 
poisoning in meat and poultry is much less than in some other perishable foods, 
and we suggest a comparison with other products, some of which are eaten 
raw, and wonder why our industry should have been singled out for Federal 
control without regulation of the entire food business. For instance, there is 
no Federal mandatory control of milk. 

Under the present voluntary Federal Government inspection of poultry, paid 
for by the processor by the way, the poultry industry does have an opportunity 
to discard it if and when it becomes a restraint of trade or an uneconomical 
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service. It is claimed that 22 to 24 percent of the poultry marketings are under 
this voluntary program. After 50 years of mandatory Federal Government 
inspection of red meats, only 78 percent of that product is federally inspected. 
In our Fort Wayne area today, about 60 percent of the fresh carcass meat 
is federally inspected and only about 20 percent of the luncheon meats and 
sausage are federally inspected. Surely an economically sound, useful Federal 
program, if it were completely free to industry and flexible enough for smal! 
operations, would be in universal use. If we could have a complete Federal 
inspection service, with 100 percent coverage within the industry, if the cost 
was reasonable, and there was a real incentive to continue progress to reduce 
that cost, and if a continued vigilance was possible by the public demanding 
justification of that service both from the cost and the effectiveness of the 
program, we would favor it. 

What has happened to sausage and luncheon meats in Fort Wayne under 
Federal inspection might happen to poultry. We find in our industry a reluc- 
tance to be heard on the part of a good share of the people opposed to this 
compulsory legislation—simply because they are afraid of the political and 
economic pressure which they feel might be exerted against them, should they 
testify. We are not taking sides on this issue except for the basic issues we 
have outlined—we are not against any group of private or public agencies. 

Government inspection for wholesomeness does not mean Government graded 
for quality and we do not like to see Federal inspection falsely used in adver- 
tising superior quality to the housewife. We suspect that intense retail com- 
petition in the food business today and the efforts of the advertising and 
merchandising segments of our industry would simply like to use Government 
inspection as a sales gimmick just as they are using trading stamps today. With- 
out entering into the pros and cons of any merchandising policy, we still believe 
that a policy of inspection of poultry and poultry products should have an 
economic justification. Anyone, or any group, who attempts to tie in quality 
claims for Government inspection versus uninspection is actually an enemy of 
both programs. There will always be A, B, and C grades, poorer grades, or 
whatever you call them. No informed person in the Government inspection 
service or in our industry proposes inspection of only A grade products, and 
yet the connotation in some of the arguments for these bills leads the public to 
assume that. 

We are not quarreling with inspection—we have it; we think industry has it; 
the cities, the States, and the various agencies of the Federal Government have 
it, and are doing a good job. 

We do favor more uniform inspection laws and reciprocal inspection agree- 
ments between as many of the various local, State, and Federal agencies as 
possible to stimulate the free flow of poultry and poultry products throughout 
the United States and to eliminate trade barriers. 


Thank you very much for the opportunity you have given us to present our 
feelings in this matter. 


Senator Wriuiams. We will next hear from Mr. Shaw. 


STATEMENT OF SETH T. SHAW, VICE PRESIDENT, SAFEWAY 
STORES, INC. 


Mr. Saw. My name is Seth T. Shaw. I am a vice president of 
Safeway Stores, Inc., in charge of our administrative branch office lo- 
cated at 1425 H Street NW., Washington, D.C. Our general offices 
are located at Fourth and Jackson Streets in Oakland, Calif. Safe- 
way Stores, Inc., operates approximately 1,800 retail food stores in 
25 States of the United States and the District of Columbia. 

Asa retail food company, we believe it is in our interest, as well as an 
obligation to our customers, to sell wholesome, quality products at the 
lowest possible profitable price. When it becomes a choice, however, 
between wholesomeness and price, price becomes secondary. The point 
I would like to make is that our company pays a premium for USDA 
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inspected and graded poultry, and poultry meat products, in order to 
assure our customers wholesome products of high quality: This addi- 
tional premium cannot be passed on to our customers because of the 
highly competitive nature of the retail food business. So long as part 
of the poultry processors in the United States pay for inspection under 
the voluntary mspection program, and part of the poultry processors 
do not, the costs of inspection must be borne by the processor, retailer, 
or producer, either 1 or a combination of the 3, depending on the 
marketing conditions. 

Inspection costs could hardly be expected to be passed on to con- 
sumers unless every plant and product were inspected. Since Federal 
legislation does not affect products in intrastate commerce it is fitting 
that the cost of this service, so important to the public health, be borne 
by the public. 

Mr. Chairman, I have briefly stated that Safeway Stores, Inc., favors 
compulsory inspection of poultry. We believe that not only our cus- 
tomers, but that all of the consumers of this Nation are entitled to the 
same kind of inspection service they have received on the red meats for 
a good many years. I am told approximately 22 percent of all of the 
poultry sold otf of farms in the United States receive such service from 
the voluntary inspection at the present time, We believe that the 
standards of the present voluntary program, which has proved so 
successful, should be extended on a mandatory basis for all poultry 
moving in interstate commerce. However, whether or not Congress 
passes a bill for mandatory inspection, and because of the reasons 
mentioned heretofore, Safeway Stores will continue to offer its cus- 
tomers poultry which has been inspected for wholesomeness so long as 
the voluntary program is available to us. 

Wholesomeness means to us that the poultry was produced by 
healthy birds and processed under strict standards of sanitation. 
Inspection, however includes more than this. It requires that the body 
cavity of the dressed bird is clean—that all bits of viscera, lungs, crops, 
and feed are removed, and the legs eut uniformly at the hoeek joint. 

Some of the testimony presented to your committee indicates that 
there is a variety of views between experts on the matter of ante mortem 
and post mortem inspection. It is our view that the bill should include 
the authority to make ante mortem and post mortem inspections, yet 
we would disfavor the bill spelling out an inspection procedure. An 
ante mortem procedure which requires bird-by-bird inspection could 
be very costly and based on our experience, not necessary to insure 
wholesomeness. 

Senator Wiu1amMs. Thank you, Mr. Shaw. 

The committee has before it for consideration, two bills, S. 3588 
and S. 3983.. I notice that you did not mention either of these bills 
by name. Do you have any preference in your recommendation, or 
are you just endorsing them ? Tae : 

Mr. SHaw. Weare endorsing the principle of compulsory inspection 
of poultry. 

Senator Wiinr1aMs I see, 

We will next hear from Mr. Schluderberg. 
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STATEMENT OF THEODORE E. SCHULDERBERG, PRESIDENT, THE 
NATIONAL POULTRY, BUTTER & EGG ASSOCIATION, BALTIMORE, 
MD. 


Mr. Scuiuperserc. My name is Theodore E. Schluderberg. I am 
president of the National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association. | 

The National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association was founded 50) 
years ago, in 1906, and today has a membership of about 450 proces- 
sors, shippers, receivers, distributors, cold-storage warehouses and 
associated lines—all the phases that play a part, from the production 
to the consumption, of the products of the trade. 

The officers of the association include every segment of the industry 
and represent the large firms, as well as the small ones. It fosters the 
growth of dependable, mutual understanding throughout the mdus- 
try to give the consumer a better product and the producer a better 
market. 

The board of directors of the National Poultry, Butter & Ege 
Association and a majority of its members favor the development and 
the adoption of sound, mandatory inspection for wholesomeness pro- 
erams for all poultry and poultry products, provided that such 
programs are maintained from the Federal appropriations. 

The National Poultry, Butter & Egg Association has always stood 
for the principle that the consumer has every right to expect her 
poultry to be wholesome and to be processed in a clean plant. Some 
of our members pride themselves on the cleanliness of their plants and 
have operated under Federal mspection on a voluntary basis. Since 
the housewife today is buying and accepting great services from indus- 
try it is necessary not only for poultry to be wholesome, but also for 
the housewife to be convinced of this fact and to have no reason to 
question the wholesomeness of the poultry she buys, regardless of its 
source. We believe in high quality and we want to see that the house- 
wife has whatever assurance she needs to keep her consuming and en- 
joying poultry products at a maximum rate. 

The Federal Meat Inspection Service this year is observing its 50th 
anniversary of assurance to the American people of the purity and 
wholesomeness of red-meat products that are produced under Federal 
inspection and we believe that consumers are entitled to the same assur- 
ance that poultry has been produced under similar sanitary conditions. 
We believe that the chicken farmer and the processors of poultry need 
the same protection that is afforded the producers of red-meat products 
=o that consumers will accept the products of our industry with the 
same confidence that they accept Federal inspected meats. 

Furthermore, we believe that Federal inspection of poultry and 
poultry products should be under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 
Agriculture who has successfully administered this inspection on a 
voluntary basis for the past 28 years. 

Therefore, a resolution favoring the adoption of S. 3588 was ap- 
proved by the officers and board of directors of the National Poultry, 
Butter & Egg Association and a majority ofits members. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity, sir. 

Senator Wimu1ams. Thank you, Mr. Schluderberg. 

Mr. Sydney Yeuson, of the Food Fair, Inc., Philadelphia, Pa. 
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Is Mr. Yeuson present ? 
(No response). 
If not, Mr. Victor Pringle. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR PRINGLE, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER, 
ROCKINGHAM POULTRY MARKETING CO-OP, INC., BROADWAY, 
VA, 


Mr. Prrnete. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Victor Pringle. I am assistant general manager of the Rock- 
ingham Poultry Marketing Co-op, Inc., of Broadway, Va. Our co-op 
operates 6 poultry processing plants, serving over 8,000 farmer mem- 
bers and marketing 65 to 70 million ‘pounds. a year for them. 

We are and have be en for the past 15 years processing poultry under 
the present inspection program administered by the Poultry Divi- 
sion of the Department of Agriculture. 

Because of this we feel fully qualified to attest to the value of the 
inspection program of poultry as a guaranty of wholesomeness and 
protection for the consumer. 

In S. 3588 there are the provisions necessary to make this program 
mandatory and workable in a reasonable time. It places inspection 
under the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture, to use the present 
Poultry Division, who has done a most worthwhile job for the past 

27 years, or make changes : as he feels necessary for the best administra- 
tion of a mandator y inspection program, 

Having firsthand knowledge and actual experience in working under 
the present voluntary inspection program for the past 16 years we 
are amazed and alarmed by the volume of questionable testimony that 
has attempted to destroy consumer acceptance of a fine food product. 

We know that our interest in protecting the consumer and delivering 
to her a wholesome food is greater than 1s the interest of many public 
employees and others not engaged directly in the processing business. 
We resent the inference against the industry made by these people. 
We do not feel that it is necessary to injure an industry by destroying 
the confidence of the consumer in the preduct in order to get a man- 
datory inspection bill. 

I know that the other poultry processors in the State of Virginia 
feel the same way by the fact. they have gone on record as being i in 
full support of S. 3588. Their present and past record of usage of 
the present voluntary inspection program also shows their desire to 
protect the consumer and sell a wholesome product. 

Without going into further detail as to why S. 3588 is the most 
practical bill to accomplish mandatory inspection we would like to 
point out. our objections to S. 3983. 

There are several impracticable features to S. 3983 which show that 
it ? as designed by people not familiar with the problem. 

. The effective date of January 1, 1957, is wholly impossible to 
aa Anyone stating that date cert tainly has no conception of the 
magnitude of the poultry industry and the job ahead. 

2. It would place oy inspection in an agency that for 50 years 
has. been dealing a with inspection of red meats and has had no 
experience with the poultry business. 
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It would create a dual responsibility between two agencies that 
oa only cause confusion and accomplish nothing. 

4. By spec ifying a definite agency for administration as contained 
in S. 3983, it w ould deny the Secretary of Agriculture the authority 
to organize the Department to the best interests of the consumer and 
the poultr ‘y industry. 

In line with these facts, we strongly support S. 3588. 

Senator Witu1ams. Thank you very much, Mr. Pringle. 

We will next hear from Mr. Christgau, representing the Land 
O’Lakes Creameries, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF T. H. CHRISTGAU, MANAGER, POULTRY AND 
TURKEY PROCESSING OPERATIONS, LAND 0’LAKES CREAMERIES, 
INC., MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. Curisteau. My name is T. H. Christgau. I represent the Land 
O’Lakes Creameries, Inc., of Minneapolis, Minn. We are a coopera- 
tive marketing organization of dairy and poultry farmers in Minne- 
sota, Wisconsin, North and South Dakota. We have about 100,000 
patrons, which we represent. Since the hour is getting late, I have 
filed a statement with the committee. I would like to summarize this, 
my testimony at this hearing, by saying that we are strongly in favor 
of the adoption of Senate bill 3588 and are strongly opposed to the 
adoption of S. 3983. We don’t believe, in the small plants that we 
operate and the other plants in our area that operate that same way, 
that we could get by under S. 3983, and we do believe, under S. 3588, 
that the industry will be able to operate and that the consumer will be 
getting a wholesome product. 

Senator Wintrams. Thank you very much, Mr. Christgau. Your 
statement will be printed in its entirety at this point in the record. 

(The statement of T. H. Christgau is as follows :) 


My name is T. H. Christgau. I work for Land O’Lakes Creameries, Inc., 
as manager of poultry and turkey processing operations. My home is in Minne- 
apolis, Minn. 

Land O’Lakes purchases chickens and turkeys from farmers in Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, and the Dakotas, processes this poultry in these processing plants, 
and sells the chickens and turkeys, distributing any earnings to the farmers in 
the form of patronage dividends. 

Land O’Lakes has been in the poultry-processing business for about 30 years. 
During most of that time, the chickens and turkeys have been officially graded 
by the United States Department of Agriculture. In recent years, we have been 
eviscerating all poultry, and our processing plants have been operated under 
the supervision of the Poultry Inspection Service of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Land O’Lakes appears today as a proponent of S. 3588. We agree with the 
purposes of this act, to the extent that a Poultry Inspection Service of the kind 
which has been previously operated is essential. We believe it is to the advan- 
tage of the industry and the poultry producers that the administration of 
the Inspection Service should remain under the direction of the Secretary 
of Agriculture and under the immediate control of the personnel who have 
developed this constructive and practical work over the past 25 to 30 years. 

My experience is in the supervision of plants in which both the grading 
service and the inspection service of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture have long been used. The inspectors and graders are paid by the United 
States Department of Agriculture, which, in turn, is reimbursed for the service 
by Land O'Lakes. I do not claim competence with reference to poultry-process- 
ing plants operated in some other manner. 
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We believe that the grading and inspection service should be maintained under 
the Same supervision, This is true because poultry may be both graded and 
inspected. It is more practical to have both functions performed by the same 
personnel with a common overhead cost than to have them administered by 
separate organizations, We believe that the inspection service will be best 
managed by the same personnel who manage the grading service. They know, 
for instance, that immediate freezing at very low temperatures is essential and 
the product should not be thawed out and refrozen. These are just two of the 
peculiarities which need attention in the management of any grading or inspec- 
tion service. 

Since our plants are already under the service, we have no knowledge of 
the problems which will be encountered in extending this service to others. We 
assume, however, that the Congress will give the Secretary and the industry 
time to train the necessary employees and make the conversion. We believe 
the Secretary should also be granted adequate authority to handle unforeseen 
cases by granting relief from hardship which may be occasioned by administra- 
tion of the act. 

In the past, we have supported the inspection service by fees paid to cover the 
salaries and expenses of inspectors and graders plus additional money for cen- 
tralized supervision. It has always seemed to us unfair and inequitable that 
certain parts of the industry should have to undertake the direct expense of 
inspection to protect consumers from unethical practices. We still believe that 
this is true. Since the act properly has as its objective the protection of con- 
sumers, we recommend that the Congress, insofar as practical, provide for the 
financing of this service through direct appropriation. We do not believe that 
the poultry farmers or the poultry processors should contribute more than their 
proportionate amount as consumers. 

The committee knows of the great growth of the poultry industry under the 
direction of the inspection and grading service. The integrity of the product has 
been enhanced and the large-scale operations, both in production and in process- 
ing, have reduced costs so that dressed, inspected, and graded poultry now com- 
petes favorably. We commend the Congress and the Department of Agriculture 
and the pouitry grading and inspecting services in the Department for the 
tremendous progress which has been possible. 

We recommend examination of the record to determine the contributions which 
can be made by further extending the inspection and grading services and the 
good work of the past. We recommend to the Congress that, as soon as prac- 
ticably possible, there shall be legislation providing appropriation and authority 
for extension of these services. 


We will next hear from Mr. Don Koppenhofer. 


STATEMENT OF DON KOPPENHOFER, SECRETARY, KOPPENHOFER 
BROS. CO., DESHLER, OHIO 


Mr. Korrennorer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I will identify myself as Don Koppenhofer, of Deshler, Ohio. I am 
one of the principal shareholders of the Koppenhofer Bros. Co. and 
am serving as secretary of that corporation at this time. 

Our principal business is buying poultry, eggs, and cream from pro- 
ducers and after processing, the products are sold in ae various 
markets. We also are in the growing business in a small w 

Turkeys are our main item in the poultry processing field, but we 
also dress many broilers and fowl. Our annual output - of all poultry 
would amount to approximately 5 million pounds. We use the USDA 
voluntary inspection program at a cost of approximately $9,000 per 
year, to assure wholesome products to the consumer. 

I am expressing my opinion that our corporation would much prefer 
the adoption of S. 3588. A change to another inspection group could 
become very costly to the producer as well as the poultry consumer. 
The passing of S. 3588 could speed up the mandatory inspection pro- 
gram. 
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[ would much prefer a bill that would segregate the poultry and 
red meat inspection. It would seem unnecessary to me to have 
both ante mortem and post mortem inspection. If ante mortem is 
found necessary it should be at the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The poultry producer is constantly confronted with 
new diseases in his flocks but the many research centers such as our 
universities that help to diagnose and combat diseases, as well as the 
many feed companies who have research institutions for this purpose, 
convince me that the disease problem is well under hand and that 
the post-mortem inspection would be ample. 

It is my opinion that since the poultry products provide such a 
large volume of food products it becomes necessary to have manda- 
tory inspection. This necessitates that funds be appropriated so that 
every plant can have this service. 

In closing I would like to say that I am proud to be a part of the 
poultry industry. It is an industry that believes in fighting its own 
battles. Rarely has it asked the United States Government for help. 
Passage of S. 3588 would give the consumer an added assurance of 
the wholesomeness of the poultry she buys. As a grower of poultry 
as well as a processor, I think I can understand the problems of the 
industry. The passage of S. 3588 would serve best all segments of 
the population, consumer and producer alike. 

Senator Wmui1ams. Thank you very much. 

We will next hear from William T. Wallace. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. WALLACE, DIRECTOR, PLANT OPERA- 
TIONS, PRIEBE & SONS, INC., DIXON, ILL. 


Mr. Watuace. My name is William T. Wallace. I am director 
of Priebe & Sons, Inc., and a resident. of Dixon, Il. 

For the purpose of the record, I do not represent any association 
although my company, Priebe & Sons, Inc., holds a membership in 
many of the associations that are represented. 

Priebe & Sons_has been in the poultry and egg processing and 
distributing business for over 50 years. At present, we operate a 
total of 10 processing plants, located in Dlinois, lowa, South Dakota, 
Arkansas, and North Carolina. We also have seven chick hatcheries, 
all in towns where we have processing plants. 

My capacity with Priebe & Sons is that of director, in charge of 
plant operations. One of my basic responsibilities is that of super- 
vising and preparation of the final product. 

Today in 5 plants, we will process—on a ready-to-cook basis— 
approximately 70,000 frying chickens, stewing fowl, and turkeys. 
This means a total of tonnage of roughly, 200,000 pounds, or 1 million 
pounds per week. 

Our products, in their final form, end up in chainstores, hotels, 
restaurants, Army kitchens in the United States and overseas. A 
large proportion of our products is sold either under our own brand 
label or under a number of large chainstore labels. 

With the exception of one plant, every plant we operate packs 
poultry under continuous USDA Veterinarian Inspection and Grad- 
ing Service. And we have had this Service at these plants for several 
years. At each plant the USDA veterinarian has full control over 
the product and the employees engaged in its preparation. 
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When there are complaints, if any, I get them first, right from the 
sales department, and while we occasionally get a complaint, I have 

had only one in the past 2 years that involved illness. That com- 
plaint came from a carton of shell eggs. We have never, in my ex- 
perience, received a complaint directly on poultry that represented 
illness of a consumer. 

Quite conceivably, a lot of our product loses our identity by the 
time it reaches the housewife. But our own branded product does 
not. When Mrs. Consumer opens her package, she knows who proc- 
essed it, and she has never, and I repeat, “never,” told me that made her 
ill. 

For that reason, I personally deeply resent, and my company also 

resents, the allegations that the large group of processors are market- 
ing an inferior product, one that. cannot be purchased with complete 
confidence. We feel this attack to be completely unfair. 

There has been testimony of this fact—we must note that this in- 
dustry is presently marketing approximately 20 to 25 percent more 
commercially produced poultry so far this year than in 1955, and the 
consumer is buying this product. 

We favor mandatory Federal inspection, but we feel that it should 
be nationwide, including every processor, no matter whether he buys 
or sells. For that reason, we lend our support 100 percent to S. 
3588. 

We feel that the Poultry Branch of the USDA is fully capable of 

carrying on a mandatory inspection program, using as a nucleus, 
their present organization. We believe that to place this responsibil- 
ity in other branches or agencies would create confusion, inefficiency, 
and losses to the producer, processors and distributors, involving many 
thousands of dollars. 

Lastly, it is our recommendation that sufficient time be provided 
for the present agency to hire and properly train the needed addi- 
tional personne] and that until that time, the present voluntary pro- 
gram be continued without change inform. Improperly trained per- 
sonnel and a loosely managed program can wreck a business of this 
type in just a very few weeks. May I thank you gentlemen for this 
apportunty to register our thoughts with you. 

enator Wuaitams. Thank you, Mr. Wallace. 
We will next hear from Mr. Ted Ramsay. 


STATEMENT OF TED RAMSAY, POULTRY DIVISION MANAGER, 
BIRDS EYE DIVISION OF GENERAL FOODS CORP., WHITE PLAINS, 
N. Y. 


Mr. Ramsay. I am Ted Ramsay, poultry division manager of the 
Birds Eye division of General Foods Corp., White Plains, N. Y. I 
have been associated with the poultry industry for 30 years. 

Every pound of Birds Eye poultry or poultry products for more 
than 25 years has been packed under the supervision of the present 
voluntary inspection program. We believe that it has been ably 
administered and that great progress has been made over the years 
as a result.of their work. 

We favor mandatory inspection because we believe that it will 
result in a more uniform product and will be in the best interests of 
the consumer and the shee It would result in standard identifi- 
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cation of product at the consumer level and more importantly in uni- 
form interpretation of rules and regulations in each city and State. 

We believe that the present corps of well qualified veterinarians with 
28 years of experience to guide them are the logical ones to carry on 
the enlarged program that would result with mandatory inspection. 

Because the number of animal units, the processing plants, and the 
product are so different from those in the red meat industry, it would 
seem logical that each should be served by separate departments de- 
signed to meet the specific needs of each. However, the Secretary 
of Agriculture has been designated in S. 3588 as the one to administer 
and regulate the Poultry Products Inspection Act. His equal con- 
cern for the interests of both the consumer and the producer make 
him best qualified to determine the best program for administrating 
the act. 

We favor the enactment of S. 3588, and we appreciate the appearance 
here today. 

Senator Wriu1Ams. Thank you, Mr. Ramsay. 

We will next hear from Mr. Joe Hatfield of the Georgia Broilers, 
Inc., Gainesville, Ga. 

Mr. Harriecp. Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared brief. I would 
like to relinquish my time. 

Senator Wiiu1aMs. Thank you. 

Is Mr. Charles J. Thurmond here ? 

Mr. Charles J. Thurmond, Jesse Jewell, Inc., Gainesville, Ga. ? 

(No response. ) 

Is Mr. Al Stevens, Fort Halifax Packing Co., Waterville, Maine, 
here ? 
(No response. ) 
Our next witness will be Kenneth C. Furnish, Sr. 





STATEMENT OF KENNETH C. FURNISH, SR., MANAGER, CORDOVA 
POULTRY PLANT, SCHLUDERBERG-KURDLE, CO0., CORDOVA, MD. 


Mr. Furnisu. My name is Kenneth C. Furnish, Sr. I represent 
the Cordova Poultry Plant, at Cordova, Md. 

The Federal meat inspection service this year is observing its 50th 
anniversary of service to the people of American by its assurance of 
the purity and wholesomeness of meat products that are produced 
under Federal inspection. 

We believe that consumers are entitled to the same assurance that 
poultry has been processed under sanitary conditions, and that the 
chicken farmer and the processors of poultry also need the protection 
so that consumers will accept the product of our industry with the 
same confidence that they accept federally inspected meat products. 

We believe that S. 3588 is far the better of the two bills that have 
been proposed to provide for a system of oon ae, inspection, and 
that it is more desirable from the standpoint both of the consuming 
public and of the producers of poultry. 

This bill gives full assurance to the consuming public that only 
poultry food products which have been inspected for wholesomeness 
can be marketed in interstate commerce, and it recognizes that it will 
not be feasible to embark on a program of compulsory inspection 
without providing reasonable time to organize and train the enlarged 





COMPULSORY INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND POULTRY PRODUCTS 197 


staff which will be required, promulgate the necessary regulations and 
afford plants the opportunity to qualify. 

Under S. 3588 the Secretary of Agriculture would have certain 
jurisdiction relating to inspection at the processing level and the Food 
and Drug Administration would have jurisdiction and responsibility 
for the product after processing operations have been completed, 
thus preventing overlapping and dual functions between the two agen- 
cies, in the same manner in which it is prevented by the Federal Food 
and Drug Acts and the Meat Inspection Acts. 

We feel that poultry industry is an important part of the economy 
of our country, that mandatory Federal inspection of poultry is justi- 
fied and necessary for the protection of both the producer and the 
consumer, and that the funds for this service should be provided by 
Federal appropriation. 

Therefore, your favorable consideration of S. 3588 is earnestly 
solicited. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 

Senator Winu1aMs. Thank you, Mr. Furnish. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Wallace Jerome. 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE H. JEROME, WISCONSIN TURKEY FED- 
ERATION, AND WISCONSIN TURKEY MARKETING COOPERATIVE, 
BARRON, WIS. 


Mr. Jerome. Senator Williams, I am Wallace Jerome of Barron, 
Wis. ; director of the Wisconsin Turkey Federation and director of the 
Wisconsin Turkey Marketing Cooperative. 

This statement, regarding the very important bills relating to com- 
pulsory poultry inspection, comprises the thinking and recommenda- 
tions of the Wisconsin Turkey Federation, a turkey growers’ organi- 
zation, and the Wisconsin Turkey Marketing Cooperative, a coopera- 
tive marketing organization. It also includes my thinking as a turkey 
grower and processor. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity of presenting the turkey 
producer’s views on the bills now pending. 

Wisconsin is a great dairy State, as all of you know. However, it 
is fast becoming a great poultry State also. We in the turkey business 
naturally are very much concerned about its future. Any action to 
aid in the production and marketing of turkeys in a more acceptable 
manner to the consumer is welcome indeed. All turkey growers are 
anxious to expand consumption and we realize one of the best ways to 
do it is to give the consumer a fine, wholesome, and delicious turkey 
that has been prepared in a very sanitary plant. The consumer of 
poultry products are entitled to the assurance that the poultry they 
buy is not only healthy and nutritious, but that it has been prepared 
in a sanitary way. 

We, as farmer producers, including the above-mentioned segments 
of industry, are all in favor of compulsory Federal inspection of 
poultry, believing that it will be very beneficial to producers and 
consumers alike. 

However, of the two bills the committee has before it, one of them, 
or the proponents of it, apparently are seeking to do untold harm to 
our poultry industry. In fact, a great deal of harm has already been 
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done. The two bills are S. 3588 and S. 3983. Both of these bills pro- 
vide for compulsory poultry inspection. We are in favor of S. 3588 
but oppose S. 3983. 

The Wisconsin turkey farmers are in favor of S. 3588 because of the 
following reasons. 

1. S. 8588 is a constructive bill in every way. It is designed to 
aid the producer in more effective marketing of this $4 billion annual 
poultry crop, and at the same time, give every assurance to the con- 
suming public that only poultry products which have been inspected 
for wholesomeness can be marketed in interstate commerce. 

2. The Secretary of Agriculture is given full authority to admin- 
ister the inspection program by bill S. 3588.and therefore the program 
can be continued under the same ‘Department that has had 28 years 
of valuable experience of doing such an excellent, job of administering 
the voluntary program. It would be highly impractical not to make 
use of the well-trained personnel that are very familiar with all of 
the problems of the poultry industry, or the present well qualified 
veterinarians active in poultry inspection work. This program should 
be financed from appropriated funds. 

3. S. 3588 gives the Secretary of Agriculture authority to conduct 
an effective inspection program, using his own judgment regarding 
ante mortem bird-by-bird inspection only when necessary. Any bene- 
fits derived from ante mortem inspection would be very doubtful. in- 
deed, and the costs would be greatly increased by mandatory bird-by- 
bird ante mortem inspection. Surely, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
realizing the problems associated with any type of inspection program, 
would be most able to provide for specific needs of each elass of poultry 
or animal inspection. Our poultry .processing industry is making 
improvements every day and new inspection techniques must be ap- 
plied as they are developed to meet this growing change. 

4... 3588 provides for cooperation between Federal and State Gov- 
ernments in inspeetion programs. 

5. S. 3588 would prevent an overlapping of functions between the 
inspection at the processing level and the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration, whose jurisdiction begins. after the: processing has been com- 
pleted. 

6. S.3588 also provides ample time to inaugurate a program of 
compulsory inspection which we all know is very necessary. 

We are opposed to the provisions of S. 3983 for the following rea- 
sons: 

1, S$. 3983 is unrealistic because it provides for all poultry processing 
to come under compulsory inspection by January 1, 1957. This early 
date disregards the necessity of training more personnel. and allowing 
reasonable time for processors to qualify; in. fact, it appears to be 
indicative of the other objectives of this bill to create chaos and de- 
struction to our poultry industry. 

2. S. 3983 would remove poultry inspection from the Division of 
the Department of Agriculture where it has been very adequately ad- 
ministered for over a quarter of a century, and place it-in the hands of 
a new agency that would have to be created for this purpose. Why 
disregard 28 yearsof experience of able administration ofa poultry 
inspection program? This would be absolutely contrary to sound and 
efficient administration. The development of a new department to 
handle such a vast inspection program would create many problems 
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indeed, and cause many serious and far-reaching and costly adjust- 
ments in our whole poultry industry. 

It is difficult to understand why our great poultry industry has as 
many enemies as it has. The proponents of bill S. 3983 have and are 
conducting a well organized smear campaign against our: industry. 
They would ‘like to have everyone believe that no poultry, at present, 
is wholesome. 

The only logical conclusion of such. unwarranted: and destructive 
action is that the proponents of bill S. 3983 hope to accomplish still 
ereater and far-reaching destruction than they have thus far. John 
A. Baker, of the National Farmers Union, said in his statement before 
you on June 18, 1956, that, “Farmers love the land on which they live,” 
It is inconceivable how Mr. Baker can make such a statement*and, in 
the next ‘breath, use all of the degrading phrases possible against our 
industry. Surely Mr. Baker knows bill S. 3983 is designed to put more 
poultry farmers off the land, 

The Wisconsin Turkey Growers sincerely urge you to give faver- 
able consideration to S. 3588. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my appreciation again, to _you and 
your committee, for the opportunity to present this statement. 

Senator Wirui41ams. Thank you very much. 


The next witness will be Mr. Troy G. Sloan. 


STATEMENT OF TROY G. SLOAN, JACKSON, MISS., REPRESENTING 
THE PELAHATCHIE POULTRY C0O., PELAHATCHIE, MISS, THE 
GADDIS PACKING C0., FOREST, MISS., AND B. C. ROGERS & SON, 
MORTON, MISS. 


Mr. Stoan. I would like to summarize this paragraph of my state- 
ment; on page 2, by saying we all recognize the value of-a program 
which supervises intrastate as well as interstate commerce. 

Senator Wittiams. Thank you. The statement: will. be. printed 
in its entirety. 

(The statement of ‘Troy G. Sloan is as follows:) 


My name is Troy G. Sloan, a certified public accountant of the firm Sloan, 
Gipson & Blackwell. The majority of our practice is with the poultry: industry 
in the central Mississippi area. I am appearing before you today as a representa- 
tive of three processors whose normal weekly production amounts te more than 
500,000 head of broilers. From the standpoint of the farmer, this represents the 
net result of the 9 to 10 week growing period earnings for more than 60 farmers. 

Of the two bills the committee has before it, we prefer S. 3588 over S. 3983. 
This preference is based upon the the following: 

(1) It would be more desirable to keep the inspection program in the De- 
partment of Agriculture because of the experience it has already accumulated, 
as well as being better qualified to handle the inspection of an agricultural prod- 
uct. 

(2) The proposed effective date of July 1; 1958 is much more acceptable 
because it would allow more time for the inspection agency to adequately train 
the necessary personnel, as well as provide the processor with more time to 
make necessary modifications in order to qualify. 

(8) The inspection procedures as provided for in S. 3588 were designed more 
specifically for poultry, instead of relying too heavily on the adoption of a 
slightly modified inspection program which was set up years age for the inspec- 
tion of red-meat animals. 

(4) Inspeetion should be under the discretion of the Secretary. of ‘Agriculture 
so that he may apply new inspection techniques as they are developed. The fact 
that poultry is in direct competitien with red meat, as well as total differences 
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between the two all the way from production to consumption, are reasons enough 
to keep the inspection program for poultry separate and distinct in all respects 
from the red-meat inspection program. 

(5) The cost of this program should be from appropriated funds. 

These 3 plants are located from 25 to 50 miles from Jaekson, Miss., and there 
are 2 other plants of comparable size and capacity in this territory—all striving 
to process a wholesome product, yet the sales of any 1 of these 5 plants 
in the city of Jackson is negligible because of a few small processors operating 
only in intrastate commerce who can consistently sell their product for less be- 
cause they have not adopted any quality standards and little, if any, sanitation 
methods being employed. This example also holds true in other urban areas 
close to these plants which they would like to sell. Therefore, for the protec- 
tion of the consumer, as well as the creation of better competitive conditions for 
the processor, you can easily see an advantage of a compulsory inspection pro 
gram which could establish jurisdiction over intrastate as well as interstate 
commerce. 

With poultry constituting approximately 11 percent of the total agricultural 
income, or about $4 billion annually to the third most important producer of farm 
income, and in conjunction with an estimated annual payroll of $250 million 
paid by the processors as well as the purchase of other millions of dollars worth 
of supplies, all of which serve as stimulants to the farm economy as well as the 
national economy, you are confronted with the serious dangers that an unwork- 
able program would immediately cause. 

Therefore, in summary, let us respectfully state that if a compulsory inspec- 
tion program is necessary, we prefer 8S. 3588 over 8. 3983. 

In conclusion, may we express our appreciation to the committee for this oppor- 
tunity to present our views. 


Senator Wixuiams. Representatives of several organizations have 
asked that their statements be filed in the record. They will be inserted 
at this point. 

(The statements areas follows :) 


STATEMENT FILep sy Tep KIsseit, PRESIDENT, Kissett Bros., INC., 
COLUMBUS GROVE, OHIO 


I am Ted Kissell, president of Kissell Bros., Inc., Columbus Grove, Ohio. We 
ure poultry processors. 

Our poultry processing plant was started by our grandfather in 1873. We 
are the third generation operating this plant and in the same location. 

We are considered one of the smaller independent processors with a volume 
of around 3 million pounds yearly of fowl, cocks, and turkeys. We do not dress 
fryers. 

We have USDA plant No. 1018, approved for sanitation, with only seven such 
approved plants in Ohio. 

We are in favor of S. 3588 and mandatory post mortem inspection, provided 
the inspection service is paid for by the Federal Government, and ‘the direction 
and supervision placed under the Department of Agriculture, who already have 
an experienced department to administer the regulations. 

Approximately 80 percent of poultry processed in Ohio is consumed in Ohio, 
and it is essential the consumer have protection for this poultry as well as that 
traveling interstate. 

Unless this mandatory inspection is paid for by the Federal Government 
inequalities would exist. 

The effective date of this S. 3588 should be set far enough in the future to 
allow the Department of Agriculture adequate time to train inspectors, and this 
service all placed under the combined Federal-State program in each State, which 
is necessary to a well administered program with assurance that the consumer 
will receive only wholesome poultry. 


STATEMENT Frevp py L. H. Cuessuer, L. H. CoHessHer & Co., Nrxon, Tex. 


My name is L. H. Chessher. I am engaged in the production of hatching eggs 
the operation of a broiler chick hatchery, a broiler feed business, the production 


of broilers and fryers by broiler-producing farmers, and a processing business at 
Nixon, Tex. 
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I favor S. 3588 and sincerely hope this committee will see fit to report favorably 
on this bill. I believe the poultry industry has grown and developed to the extent 
that it is ready and has need for mandatory inspection. A sound program which 
would be provided under S. 3588, should have the effect of developing more con- 
sumer confidence in our produets by assuring the consumer of a good and whole- 
some product. An unsound measure could be a trade barrier and badly disrupt 
the normal flow of commerce in our industry. 

{ believe the United States Department of Agriculture has a better understand- 
ing of our industry and of the problems peculiar to our industry than any other 
agency, and is, therefore, best suited to write and develop regulations and admin- 
ister a mandatory inspection program that will be workable within our industry 
which will not unduly disrupt business and at the same time accomplish the 
desired results of giving adequate consumer protection. I understand S. 3588 
places this responsibility on the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Your favorable consideration of 8S. 3588, I believe, will be well advised. 


STATEMENT Fitep By OTTO WRIGHT, PRESIDENT, DAvis CLEAVER PRODUCE Co., 
Quiney, ILL. 


I. It is desirable to keep the inspection of poultry and poultry products under 
the Department of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture for 28 years has been administering a voluntary 
inspection program and during that time has acquired considerable valuable 
experience. No other governmental department has this experience. Since the 
Department of Agriculture has administered this program, it has established 
methods of procedure and assisting facilities that could best be utilized in putting 
an inspection program into effect. The Department of Agriculture has a number 
of trained poultry inspectors around which to build a satisfactory and complete 
compulsory program. The Davis Cleaver Produce Co. is presently operating 
under the voluntary inspection program of the Department of Agriculture and 
has been so operating for the past 14 years. This experience has been very satis- 
factory and in our opinion beneficial to our customers and to ourselves. The 
veterinarian inspectors furnished us by the Department of Agriculture have been 
specialized in poultry and proficient in their work. 

II. The effective date of the proposed legislation should be sufficiently advanced 
to give the inspecting agency adequate time to train the necessary personnel. 

During the 14 years that the Davis Cleaver Produce Co. has been under the 
present voluntary inspection program all of the inspectors except one, and that 
was for a short period only, have been doctors of veterinary medicine. Should 
it prove impossible to furnish a doctor of veterinary medicine to all of the plants 
coming within the provisions of the proposed legislation, it would seem to us 
that it would take a minimum of 2 years to adequately traim the necessary 
personnel. 

IiI. The proposed program should be financed from appropriated funds. 

Since the purpose of this act is to protect the general publie and since the 
legislation is in the public interest, the expenses of the program should be paid 
from public funds. 

Since the program, as submitted in its present form, is compulsory on those 
members of the poultry industry coming within the provisions of the act, it 
would seem that legal questions might arise, if the funds necessary to meet the 


expenses of the program were to be derived in some manner other than appro- 
priation. 


IV. The inspection program should be designed specifically for poultry. 


The poultry industry is a highly specialized industry. In our many years of 
experience we have found that the problems arising from the inspection of poul- 
try and poultry products have been highly complex and essentially different 
from the problems found in other forms of livestock and livestock products. 

Our inspectors have been specialists: in their field, and it is felt that the need 
for specialization will become increasingly great in the future: A program de- 
signed specifically for poultry and poultry products will make for greater uni- 
formity in inspection methods. 


VY. The proposed inspection and the methods should be within the discretion 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

During the past 10 years alone, there have been radical changes within the 
poultry industry in inspection techniques and production methods. The Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and those under him in his Department are the persons and 
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agencies most familiar with the advances that have been made. It is contem- 
plated that further advances will be made in the future, and the Secretary of 
Agriculture should have sufficient latitude in determining the methods and tech- 
niques of inspection as they are developed and adapted to production methods. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


It has been shown here that it is desirable to keep the inspection of poultry 
and poultry products under the Department of Agriculture. The effective date 
of the proposed legislation should be sufficiently advanced to give the inspecting 
agency adequate time to train the necessary personnel. The proposed: program 
should be financed from appropriated funds. The inspection program should 
be designed specifically for poultry. The proposed inspection and the. methods 
should be within the discretion of the Seeretary, of, Agriculture. Therefore, we 
submit that if the basic premises as herein stated are put into effect and embodied 
in the proposed legislation, the consumer will benefit by.a better and safer product 
and the poultry industry will be enabled to better serve the public. 


STATEMENT FILED BY GRANT W. Hess, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, MICHIGAN 
POULTRY MARKETING COOPERATIVE, INC., HEMLOCK, MICH. 


For the record, I am Grant W. Hess, representing over 500 poultry producers 
of the Michigan Poultry Marketing Cooperative, Inc. 

Our poultry-precessing plant has been operating under the present voluntary 
inspection service since organization in October of 1954. 

Following we have briefly outlined our preferences regarding S. 3588 : 

No. 1. We prefer to keep inspection in the Department of Agriculture under 
the direction of the Seeretary of Agriculture so that new inspection techniques 
can be incorporated into the program easily. 

No. 2. We believe the effective date should be advanced far enough ahead to 
facilitate training inspection personnel, 

No. 3. This should be a definite poultry program and not an amendment to 
another type of inspection program for a type of livestock having problems of 
dissimilar nature. 

No. 4. It is our belief that costs of the program should: come from appropri- 
ated funds to bring it in line with the red-meat program. This is an important 
item, due to the decreased margins to producers and processors using the present 
voluntary plan that are trying to market the best and safest product possible. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for the oppor- 
tunity to express this opinion of our 500 plus members. 


STATEMENT Friep py ANpREew G. LOHMAN, SECRETARY AND MANAGER, HAMILTON 
FARM BUREAU COOPERATIVE, INC., HAMILTON, MICH. 


Our organization consists of about 1,000 farmers who operate small farms 
and a majority of them receive the major part of their income from eggs and 
poultry production. 

For the past 18 years our egg department has operated under the Grading 
and Inspection Service of the United States Department of Agriculture in co- 
operation with our Michigan State Department of Agriculture. Under the pro- 
tection of this program we have developed a pack of eggs which is recognized 
for its high quality throughout the United States. Last year we handled 450 
carloads of eggs. Our present volume is 10 percent greater than last year. This 
program has greatly helped our producers and has given the consumers a better 
quality egg and more value for their money. 

We also operate a very modern poultry dressing plant with a capacity of 
1,000 birds per hour, which has cost us about $65,000. Our plant operates under 
the USDA program for plant sanitation. Recently we made application to 
operate under the USDA inspection for wholesomeness. We feel it will cost 
us another $10,000 for plant improvement before our plant will be accepted 
under the program. 

We strongly recommend the passage of S. 3588, if the poultry industry of this 
Nation is to operate under a compulsory program of inspection, for the follow- 
ing reasons: 

1. This bill has been studied and proposed by many of the best informed 
poultrymen of this Nation. 
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2. This program can best be administered by the present USDA Poultry Branch 
which has trained personnel and has had 28 years of experience on a voluntary 
basis and.has done a good job. The production, disease, distribution, and mar- 
keting problems are substantially different between poultry and red meat 
animals. 

3. A compulsory poultry inspection program must be practical and built to 
suit the needs of the poultry industry. Licensed lay inspectors should be used. 
In our State very few veterinarians have any knowledge of poultry diseases, 
and this will apply to the majority of the-States. In the past poultry disease 
and poultry health problems have been serviced by hatcherymen and feed deal- 
ers. This group, plus the average poultry producer, has more knowledge re- 
garding poultry diseases.and knows more about the wholesomeness of poultry, 
either live or dressed, than the majority of veterinarians in this country. Poul- 
try. inspection. must be done visually, and it would not be practical to have a 
laboratory inspection on every questioned. bird. 

4. We strongly endorse the resolution adopted at the annual meeting of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, which is: 

“Mandatory inspection of red meat at livestock slaughtering establishments 
as presently financed and administered by the USDA has helped to assure the 
wholesomeness of meat sold in interstate commerce. We urge extension of 
this service to include poultry meat sold in interstate commerce, with provision, 
where necessary, for the use of lay inspectors. under the supervision of veteri- 
narians,” 

The consuming public is entitled to be assured that the poultry they purchase 
is free from disease and has been processed and handled under the most sani- 
tary and refrigerated conditions. But it should not have to be done under a 
program of scare or. under the guise of health. People do. not. become ill from 
eating poultry which is diseased.or which has been processed or handled under 
unsanitary conditions. No.one would think of eating raw poultry, but would in- 
sist on it. being well done. This is not true with red meats, which, in many 
cases, is eaten in the semiraw or nearly raw state. People become ill from eating 
many kinds of foods. which have not been. given proper care after having been 
cooked. People can contract some diseases from handling live or dressed poul- 
try, but no mandatory inspection program will solve that problem. Caution 


should be used that the requirements. set up are not so expensive that. the or- 
ganizations and companies with plenty of finances are the only ones that will 
be able to operate. You can have the most modern of kitchens and still have 
the sloppiest of housekeeping. 

The opportunity of expressing the views of the Hamilton Farm Bureau Co- 
operative, Inc., on this issue is appreciated. 


Eastport, Long ISLAND, N; Y., 
June 22, 1956. 
Mr, JoserH QO, PARKER, 
Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Jor: I had fully intended to be in Washington on June 26, to appear as 
an industry witness in support of bill S. 3588 scheduled to be heard by the 
Senate Agricultural Subcommittee. I find, however, that it is impossible for 
me to be there on the above date, and would very much like to have you submit 
this letter at the hearing, stating my views in this matter. 

I am certainly in favor of establishing mandatory inspection as applied to 
poultry and poultry products, and I am attaching herewith and making a part 
of this letter a recent. article published in the Butchers’ Advocate, in the issue 
of June 13, 1956, entitled “Quality Control Emphasized by Duck Processor”. 

In my experience in working with the Department of Agriculture for the 
past 21 years, where the services of the Department of Agriculture’s Poultry 
Branch has provided controls to be accepted by processors on a yountary basis, 
my company was one of the first to subscribe to this inspection service for the 
industry. During the 28 years the Department of Agriculture has been working 
on these problems they have created: not only experience within the Depart- 
ment, but also a relationship with the industry that would be of tremendous 
value in administering a mandatory program. 

There is no question in my mind that had there been a mandatory program 
administered by the Department of Agriculture before this, these hearings re- 
garding tighter controls would not be needed: Certainly the experience of the 
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personnel in the Poultry Branch of the Department of Agriculture should not 
be overlooked by the committee in evaluating opposition to this bill. 
I feel that I am well enough qualified and recognized in all phases of industry 
to make the above statements. 
Very truly yours, 
C. J. Conn, 
President, Long Island Duck Packing Corp. 


[From the Butchers’ Advocate, June 13, 1956] 
QUALITY CoNTROL EMPHASIZED BY Duck PROCESSOR 


The Long Island Duck Packing Corp.’s modern and efficient processing and 
quick-freezing plant in Eastport, N. Y., truly sets “the quality standard of the 
industry.” The firm’s internationally known Farmers’ FCH brand quick-frozen, 
ready-to-cook ducklings are widely recognized as being the finest obtainable 
anywhere. 

Chester J. Conn, founder and president of LIDPC, has devoted his extra- 
ordinary organizational and engineering talents to the processing of superior 
products since he established the firm in cooperation with Russell Hallock, presi- 
dent of Farmers Commission House, New York City, in 1935. Mr. Conn’s out- 
standing contribution to industry and Government have received national recogni- 
tion and are currently attested by his appointment to the international trade de- 
velopment committee of the Institute of American Poultry Industries and by 
the several important boards of directors upon which he serves, including those 
of Merchants Refrigerating Co., New York City, the Central Islip National Bank, 
Long Island, and the National Association of Frozen Food Packers. 

Prior to the firm’s establishment in 1935, most of the ducklings that were 
grown on Long Island were shipped to New York City in the fresh state. This, 
of course, limited sales to within a 200 mile radius of that city and denied most 
Americans the opportunity to serve this tender delicacy. Fortunately for con- 
sumers, the LIDPC pilot-plant operation proved the feasibility and immense 
value to the industry of processing and quick-freezing ducklings for national 
and year-around distribution. During World War II, most of the processed 
ducklings were pre-empted by the Armed Forces. Since the end of that conflict, 
both the company and the industry have achieved a tremendous expansion in 
production and marketing until, today, this multimillion dollar industry can 
boast of quality standards and a finished product that have earned international 
renown. 

Quality control begins on the farms, of course, and most of the farms are wholly 
integrated units which represent the expenditure of several hundred thousands 
of dollars each. The farms largely produce and select their own breeding stock, 
hatch the eggs in modern electric incubators, raise the ducklings on a carefully 
standardized diet, and dress them at marketing age in their own modern dressing 
plants. 

Because of its superior qualities in flavor, tenderness and body conformation, 
the Pekin duck has been grown and marketed almost exclusively by the Long 
Island growers since its importation from China in 1873. These outstanding 
qualities have been further refined by careful breeding, a program which has 
been enhanced in recent years by the inauguration of trap-nesting, and the feed- 
ing of a scientifically balanced diet which assures that the ducklings will be plump 
and meaty with the lowest possible fat content at their marketing age of 8 weeks. 
This scientific diet is subject to constant research and improvement at the Long 
Island Duck Research Cooperative, Inc., which was established in Eastport by 
the growers in 1950 in full realization of the fact that the type of food a duckling 
eats will affect the flavor, quality, and even the color of the meat. The labora- 
tory, which is housed in a large modern building and equipped with every modern 
facility for scientific nutritional and disease research, is headed by Dr. Dills- 
worth Dougherty III of Cornell University. 

Upon maturity of the ducklings, they are slaughtered and defeathered in the 
growers’ modern dressing plants: These plants are completely equipped with 
the latest automatic picking machinery and are invariably operated on a con- 
tinuous conyeyor-line basis. Quality of product and plant sanitation are closely 
supervised by United States Department of Agriculture graders who comprise 
an integral part of the industry’s voluntary Government inspection program. 
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Following the exacting dressing operation, the ducklings are thoroughly chilled 
in ice-water vats before transfer to iced shipping tanks. 

All growers supplying ducks to the Long Island Duck Packing Corp. are mem- 
bers of the Long Island Duck Ranchers Cooperative which is headed by John 
Leary of East Moriches, N. Y. The cooperative furnishes aid to its members 
on problems relating fo the growing of ducks and acts as marketing agent for 
its members’ preduct. 

Quality control is strongly emphasized at each stage of the processing opera- 
tions. 

Upon receipt of the ice tanks of ducks at the Long Island Duck Packing 
Corp.’s plant, the birds are graded by a USDA grader and held in a cold storage 
room before processing soon thereafter. While hanging the birds on the evis- 
cerating-line shackles, plant employees size and regrade the ducklings in order 
to make absolutely certain that only ducklings of the finest quality are included 
in the finished product. 


Thorough inspection made 

Once having passed these preliminary tests, each duckling and its viscera is 
subjected to a close on-the-line inspection by a USDA veterinary inspector after 
the duckling is drawn. Following completion of the eviscerating process, and 
just prior to packaging, the ducklings receive a final inspection and grading by 
highly skilled plant and Government inspectors. The voluntary Government 
inspection program entitles the company to display the official inspection and 
grading legend of the USDA on its packaged product. 

The processing operations are conducted in a. brightly lighted, ceramic-tiled 
room by well-trained operators who are thoroughly screened and tested by the 
plant’s personnel department before placement. Each operator is required to 
wear a white butcher coat, a hair-guard, and a plastic apron. Two men on 
each shift are detailed to continuous cleanup duties and keep the rooms spick 
and span at all times. This heavy emphasis on training and cleanliness has 
resulted not only in the production of a superior product but, also, in a favorable 
safety record which is, in turn, reflected in a very substantial experience-rated 
credit premium for workmen’s compensation insurance, 

Following evisceration, final inspection, and grading, the ducklings are pack- 
aged in either individual cartons or Cry-O-Vac bags. The “carton ducks’ are 
wrapped in moisture-proof cellophane before being enclosed in a waxed carton 
and are quick-frozen in plate frosters at —50° IF. before being cased for shipment. 
The very short freezing period of only 2 hours that is required for this type of 
package magnificently preserves the farm-fresh flavor and color of the tender 
young duckling in its prime. 

Classified by weight 


“Cry-O-Vac ducks” are vacuum-packaged in plastic bags which are sealed 
with metal clips: The ducklings are then classified by weight into S-head 
special corrugated cases, whi¢h afford double tops and bottoms for added pro- 
tection, before being quick-frozen in a blast freezer at —50° F. After freezing, 
the cases of ducklings are moved directly into the freezer-storage room which 
is held at —20° F. 

Identical weight ducklings in either type of package are packed in 8-head 
cases which weigh to the even pound or haif-pound. This is a tremendous 
advantage to stores and restaurants in marking prices and computing the cost 
of portions and also aids distributors in manifesting and billing. Standard 
weight cases of varying size ducklings are packaged to order in 30, 34, and 38 
pound net weight cases for customers using IBM systems of inventorying and 
billing. 

LIDPC’s final arbiter in its extensive quality-control program is its research 
laboratory-kitechen which the company maintains for conducting cooking tests on 
finished products, including the firm’s extensive annual vegetable pack, and 
performing basic research on new products. Research has proved duck meat 
to possess large amounts of protein, ealcium, potassium, and iron, and the 
vitamins thiamin, riboflavin, and niacin plus valuable amine acids—all of which 
are vital to human health and growth. The cooking tests are designed to insure 
that the tender sweetness which is characteristic of these famous ducklings 
remains unaltered. 

Farmers’ Commission House, Inc., with offices at Eastport and in New York 
City, serves as the sole marketing agency for Farmers’ brand eviscerated and 
quick-frozen ducklings. The president of FCH is Russell W. Hallock who 
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established the firm in 1915 and has guided its progress to its. position of 
eminence in the industry today. 

From its offices and warehouse at 501 West 16th Street, New. York City, FCH 
wholesales Farmers’ brand eviscerated and quick-frozen ducklings packaged 
in individual cartons or Cry-O-Vac bags. New York dressed ducklings—fresh or 
quick frozen—in boxes or barrels, and; fresh or quick-frozen turkeys and fresh 
squabs to customers in the metropolitan area. 

National and international sales and distribution are made from the offices 
and warehouse at Eastport, N. Y., by Donald Druckemiller, sales director of Long 
Island Duck Packing. Corp. 

Large quantities of ducklings are custom-packed annually by LIDPC for 
selected private brands and are subjected to the same rigorous quality standards 
which have been established for Farmers’ FCH brand, 


Senator Wiiirams. Now, have we missed calling anyone whose 
name was not on the witness list, or have we overlooked anyone who 
came here to testify or file a statement ? 

[f not, the meeting will stand adjourned, and we repeat—if any of 
you gentlemen who have testified this morning, after examining the 
committee print of bill S, 3588, which embraces certain recommenda- 
tions for amendments by the Department of Agriculture, has any fur- 
ther comments or suggestions to give to the committee, we would 
appreciate the benefit of receiving them as a supplementary statement. 
These will be incorporated in the record. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 1:25 p. m., the committee adjourned.) 

(Additional statements filed’ for the record are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, HDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, July 6, 1956. 
Hon. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 
United: States Senate: 


Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: Responsive to your request, a study has been made 
of committee print of June 1956 on 8. 3588, a bill to provide for the compulsory 
inspection by the United States Department of Agriculture of poultry and poul- 
try preducts, Our comment follows: 

Sections 2, 3, and 4: Because of indications of the likelihood ‘of serious conflict 
with the inspection services and food and drug enforcement provisions in the 
various States, we feel that the committee will wish to explore: most: thoroughly 
the wisdom of undertaking to include within the scope of this Federal law 
exclusive jurisdiction by, the Secretary of Agriculture over poultry which is 
entirely intrastate, 

Section 5: Concern has been expressed over the.power granted: in. this section 
to the Secretary to conduct ante mortem and post mortem inspection as he deems 
necessary of poultry and poultry products. Since there have:been expressed 
opinions by veterinarians of the Department of Agriculture who are now con- 
cerned with poultry inspection not in accord with the. idea of at least a visual 
inspection of each bird prior.to slaughter there is.a concern that such ante 
mortem inspection, as the Secretary deems. necessary. may. be. interpreted. to 
exclude from any preslaughtering, inspection. some or.all of the. poultry. passing 
through processing plants. It is the view. of the vast majority of experts in 
the field that ante mortem inspection should be interpreted to constitute a look 
at all birds while alive by a competent veterinarian with individual examination 
of each bird wherever there is.any evidence of illness or unfitness. The initial 
“look at” could be.on the basis of a crate at a. time, but no birds should be passed 
without being seen by inspectors before slaughter. Perhaps the possibilities of 
ambiguity could be overcome by striking out the word “such” on line 8, page 4, 
inserting as the first word in line 9, page: 4, the word “both,” striking out. the 
words “as-he determines necessary” in lines.10 and 11 and inserting in line 11 
the word “all” before the word “poultry” in both places where that word occurs 
in the line. 

Seetion 6, page 5: It is provided-that sanitary practices as are required and 
approved by the Secretary shall be followed. We-suggest that lines 10 and 11 
on page 5 be changed by deleting the words “and appreved” and by the insertion 
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after the word “required” in line 10 of the words “by regulations promulgated.” 
This would serve to definitely place such conditions of approval by the Secretary 
in the range of review under the Administrative Procedure Act and remove the 
possibility of complaint about arbitrariness. 

Section 7. This section implies that wholesomness shall be the only criterion 
which must be mét before official inspection marks and labeling are applied to 
poultry. Since the bill as revised uses both the term “unwholesome” and the 
term “adulterated” to define unfit poultry we would suggest that there be in- 
serted on line 18, on page 5, following the word “wholesome” the words and not 
adulterated.” In the same section and page, at line 22, the last word is “or.” We 
suggest striking the word “or” and substitute the word “and.” ‘This ‘would make 
ii mandatory that the name and address of the packer be contained in the labeling 
and conform with the general requirements of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metie Act with regard to foods. As presently worded a number having no sig- 
nificance to the consuming public could be used in lieu of the name and address of 
the person responsible for integrity of the food article. 

We suggest the same change on page 6, line 6; strike the word “or” and sub- 
stitute ‘‘and.” 

For the same reasons we would recommend striking the word “provided” in 
line 8, page 6, through the word “packed” on line 14, page 6. 

On line 13, page 6, we suggest striking the word “such” and substituting the 
word “any” and striking the word “as” arid the words to the end of the sentence 
and substituting “not in conflict with the ‘Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act.” As presently drawn the bill would permit the Secretary of Agriculture 
to grant any variations in labeling requirements that he deems practicable and 
this might readily lead to provisions for poultry which would result in their 
being misbranded when they actually enter the channels of interstate commerce. 

We suggest in line 17, page 6, after the word “misleading” that there be in- 
serted “in any! particular” arid the same insertion after the word “misleading,” 
in line 1, page 7. 

Since all this réfers to branding and misbranding it seems evident that the 
language and the requirements should conform to the provisions of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act which are applieable to all foods. 

We would suggest striking the words “knowingly and” in line 12, page 8, and 


the word “knowingly” in line 17 and line 20, page 8, and in line 1, page 9, and 
line 5, page 9. 
We would suggest striking the word “false” on page 8, line 12, and substituting 


the'word “falsely” capitalized. 

It seems well settled policy as exemplified by Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act that in laws of this nature which impose strict requirements upon the man- 
ufacturer as the most effective means of public protection that awareness of 
wrongdoing should not be included as an element of misdemeanor against the 
law. For that reason we would strike the terms that require knowledge on the 
part of the offender in the prohibited acts. 

On page 10, line 11, ‘we suggest striking the period at the end of the sentence 
and substituting a comma and the words “not inconsistent with the provisions of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.” 

Since there are specific statutory provisions and exemptions for exported 
shipments generally understood and recognized by foreign nations and this 
country desirability of maintaining uniformity prompts this suggestion. 

In section 12, page 12, line 4, we recommend that the word “willfully” be de- 
leted. This would bring the conditions of violations in line with the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, would be more consistent with the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act, and would remove the almost insurmountable difficulty of proving in- 
tent to violate. We repeat our earlier comment that the penalties of violation 
should be consistent with those of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act or 
the Meat Inspection Act and preferably the latter. 

We recommend the insertion of the word “minor” following the word “proceed- 
ings” on line 4, page 13. This would remove the suggestion of the possibility of an 
uneven enforcement and would bring the section in line with the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act which grants similar discretion to the Secretary but 
only in the case of minor violations. 

Section 16: We recommend the word “knowing” in line 15 be deleted and that 
the word “that” in line 16 and the words “and are intended for human consump- 
tion” in line 17 be deleted. We suggest that there be substituted for the words 
“knowing that” the word “when” and that there be inserted after the word “un- 
wholesomeness” in line 16 the words “or adulterated or misbranded.” 
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Violations by exempted persons should be placed on the same basis as viola- 
tions by persons under inspection. 

Section 17: We recommend there be inserted, after the word “food” in line 
1, page 17, the words “and not adulterated or misbranded.” 

Since the further provisions of this bili would bring the imported poultry prod- 
ucts directly within the jurisdiction of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act as soon as entered in this country the conditions of entry should be such 
as to comply with that act. 

Section 18 (a): We recommend that this section be deleted and that there 
be inserted in place of it that portion of S. 3983, designated in that bill as section 
18, which begins on page 14, line 9, and runs through line 17 in the print of 
S. 3983. This obviates conflict with existing law and does not impair the free 
functioning of poultry inspection service. The exclusive jurisdiction principle 
as Set forth in section 18 of the Committee print, S. 3588, may be. interpreted 
to adversely conflict with existing Federal laws designed to add to consumer 
protection and the public health as well as to run in conflict with State laws. 

Section 22, page 20, line 12: We recommend striking the word “wholesome” 
and substituting the word “clean.” We dislike defining ‘“‘wholesome” by using 
the term “wholesome” and we believe that “clean” is included as part of the 
proper definition of “wholesomeness.” 

We recommend striking the period at the end of the sentence in line 23, page 
20, and substituting a comma and inserting “or if it is in whole or in part the 
product of a diseased animal.’”’ We feel that this is quite important since it 
is manifest that any poultry carcass showing evidence of an existing state of 
disease should be discarded in its entirety. This need not preclude utilization 
of entirely sound undiseased carcasses which may show evidence of a former 
diseased condition from which the bird has entirely recovered when such bird 
is not in any other way adulterated. 

We recommend that the words occurring in lines 1 and 2 on page 22 be deleted 
and that there be substituted the following: 

“(1) If any valuable constituent has been in whole or in part omitted or ab- 
stracted therefrom; or (2) if any substance has been substituted wholly or in 
part therefor; or (3) if damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner ; 
or (4) if any substance has been added thereto or mixed or packed therewith 
so as to increase its bulk or weight, or reduce its quality or strength, or make 
it appear better or of greater value than it is.” 

This would include the quoted provisions of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act. There is no reason why poultry should be excused from adultera- 
tions of this nature where all other foods are not. 

Most of the comments contained herein have been discussed with representa- 
tives of the Department of Agriculture and we hope and believe that there is 
now no significant differences of opinion by the writer hereof and that Depart- 
ment. An opportunity has not been had to secure the concurrence of the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare or of the Bureau of the Budget on the 
comments contained.herein. The comments in our view are consistent with 
the general position that we have been authorized to express. 

Sineerely yours, 
Joun L. HARvey, 
Deputy Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT FILED BY THE NATIONAL GRANGE 


Page 4, section 5: The amendments recommended by the Department of Agri- 
culture to this section appear to be merely clarifying amendments, and make 
no change in the substantive meaning of the section, with the exception of the 
addition of the word “adulterated.” 

It is our understanding that the addition of the word “adulterated,” which is 
defined on page 21, is to make it clear that poultry which is adulterated within 
the meaning of the Food and Drug Act could not pass inspection. We, there- 
fore, have no objection to this amendment but would have preferred to have the 
definition of “unwholesome” broadened to include the provisions which appear 
in the committee print under the definition of “adulterated” so that the bill 
would refer to wholesome and unwholesome poultry, and not to adulterated 
poultry. 

2age 5, section 6: The amendment merely adds the word “adulterated” and 
our comments in respect to section 5 apply equally to this amendment. 
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Page 6, section 7 (b) : We have no objection to the proposed amendment which 


would prohibit inspected poultry products from being sold under any false or 
deceptive name, but we suggest that the words, “and which shall be approved by 
the Secretary,” in lines 23 and 24, be deleted in order to avoid the unnecessary 
expense which would be required if a person would have to obtain the approval 
of the Secretary before he could use the trade name or the usual name of the 
product on the label. 

Page 7, section 8: These appear to be merely clarifying amendments, to which 
we have no objection. Our comments with respect to section 5 will also apply 
to paragraph (b) of this section, where the word “adulterated” is used. 

Page 10, section 10: We do not believe the amendment proposed by the De- 
partment to be desirable. There would not appear to be any useful purpose to be 
served by eliminating the exemptions which the bill as originally drafted pro- 
vided for carriers. The amendment could not but unduly burden carriers and 
increase their cost of operation at the expense of producers. 

The provision in the bill as originally drafted appears preferable and, since 
it is substantially the same provision which is in the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act and which has proven adequate for the enforcement of that act, should be 
adequate for the purposes of a poultry inspection program. 

Page 12, section 12: We doubt the desirability of the provision making em- 
ployers criminally responsible for the acts of their employees if they had no 
knowledge or did not participate in the violation. The Meat Inspection Act 
does not contain any similar provision. 

The remaining amendments appear to be largely clarifying amendments, on 
which we have no comments to offer. 

We do wish to again call the committee’s attention to the proposed amend- 
ment recommended by the Grange which provides that, “Upon request of a State 
government, the Secretary may make available the provisions of this act to any 
establishment processing poultry or poultry products which may be engaged 
solely in intrastate commerce if such establishment meets the requirements of 
and is operated in accordance with the provisions of the act and the regulations 
thereunder.” The adoption of this amendment as we have testified would greatly 
facilitate the operation of a compulsory inspection program. 


WaAsHrnaton, D. C., June 28, 1956. 
Hon. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legisla- 
tion Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Senate Office Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: Reference is made to the committee print of 8. 
3588, containing the amendments proposed by the Department of Agriculture. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation respectfully recommends the follow- 
ing revisions of this bill: 

1. Section 7 (b), page 6, lines 23 and 24: It is recommended that the words 
“and shall be approved by the Secretary are permitted” be deleted. We do not 
believe that it is necessary or desirable to the accomplishment of the purposes 
of the act to give the Secretary of Agriculture authority to require prior registra- 
tion and approval of the use of brand names. It is sufficient to give the Secretary 
authority to prohibit the use of a brand name which is determined to be false 
or deceptive. 

2. Section 12, page 12, lines 13 to 20: We recommend the elimination of this 
provision, which makes an employer crimipally liable for any act or omission 
of an employee. Such provision may under some circumstances be appropriate 
in a civil suit. Where a criminal penalty is involved, however, we believe that 
it should be necessary to prove intent or knowledge or such gross negligence 
as to constitute intent or knowledge. 

3. Section 15 (a) (3), page 15, lines 1 to 6: We recommend that this be 
amended to read “poultry processors where the Secretary determines that it 
would be impractical to provide inspection.” We have no assurance that the 
Congress will necessarily always provide funds to assure that the Department 
may always be able to provide inspection at all times in all locations. We be- 
lieve that provision should be made to insure that where it is impossible for the 
Department to provide inspection for any reason that the Department should be 
able to provide for a temporary exemption so as to avoid disruption of the 
operations of the individuals or concerns involved. The provisions of section 6 
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relating to sanitary facilities and practices would continue to be applicable in 
such instances. 

There is always the further possibility that an inspector in an area will be 
ill or otherwise not available and for a short period it is impossible for the 
Department to assign another inspector to the area. In such instances a tempo- 
rary certificate of exemption might well be utilized without impairing the ob- 
jective of the act. 

We believe this provision is essential if we are to avoid putting many small 
processors out of business. For example, a poultryman might slaughter 20 to 
50 birds per day for a local restaurant or retailer. It might be wholly im- 
practical for the Department to end an inspector out to inspect such slaughter 
each day. But if such poultryman must adhere to the sanitation provisions of 
section 6, an occasional spot inspection should be adequate to insure the ob- 
jectives of the act without, in effect, prohibiting this type of operation. 

We hope that the subcommittee may proceed to perfect a bill and that we 
may have an opportunity to distribute copies of such perfected bill to our State 
and county poultry committees for their study and consideration. 

Very sincerely, 
Matr TriaGs, 
Assistant Legislative Director, American Farm Bureau Federation, 


INDIANAPOLIS, IND., June 29, 1956. 
Hon. EARLE C, CLEMENTS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: I wish to thank you for the privilege of appearing 
before your subcommittee that heard testimony concerning 8. 3983 and S. 3588. 
On June 19, 1956, you requested that those who testified on that date present 
their views respecting a revised 8. 3588, headed “Committee Print.” In aecord- 
ance with that request, I am respectfully submitting the following comments: 

Section 4 of 8S. 3588, revised, states, ‘““The Secretary is authorized to ascertain 
from time to time the cities or areas where poultry or poultry products are 
handled or consumed in such yolume as to affect, burden, or obstruct the move- 
ment of inspected poultry products in commerce. * * *” and require all poultry 
in that city or area to be subject to the act. This means that the Secretary, at 
his discretion, may bring all poultry processing establishments, regardless of 
size, in such designated cities or areas, under the jurisdiction of 8S. 3588. 

This designation would apply to poultry and poultry products that do not enter 
into interstate commerce. It would also conflict with State and local laws and 
ordinances dealing with poultry plants, and also remove the authority of State 
and local officials from seizing adulterated, misbranded, contaminated, decom- 
posed, or otherwise unfit poultry designed for human consumption. If he ¢an, 
at his discretion, designate certain cities or areas to be a burden to the move- 
ment of inspected poultry, he can force the small operator that does only intra- 
state business to come under the scope of 8. 3588. This section is in direct con- 
flict with the health and welfare clause of most State constitutions which dele- 
gates the responsibility of protecting the health and welfare of the citizenry to 
appropriate State health agencies. 

Section 5 (a), lines 9 and 10, requires antemortem and postmortem inspection 
“as he (the Secretary) determines necessary” without either defining the terms 
or mandating the Secretary to require such inspection. As written, the Secre- 
tary may determine that either or both are unnecessary in a particular case. 
The law should require both without any exceptions. These words “antemortem” 
and “postmortem” must be defined so as to set out the exact duties of the in- 
spectors. 

Section 7 (a), page 6, lines 11 to 13, inclusive, grants the Secretary the authority 
to exempt any labeling requirement as he may deem practicable. If poultry or 
poultry products are granted exemptions to labeling requirements by the Secre- 
tary, such exemptions may be in conflict with existing labeling requirements of 
other Federal laws and of State laws, and subject poultry products to action by 
State or local authorities. 

Section 7 (b), page 6, line 21, states, “under any false or deceptive name; 
** *”" The wording of this phrase would require the enforcement agency to 
prove that the label was both false and deceptive. This phrase should be re- 
worded to prevent the label from being false, deceptive, or misleading to the 
consumer in all particulars. 
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Section 8 (c), page 8, line 12, states in part, “Knowingly and false making or 
issuing, * * *” and line 17, “under this Act, or knowingly causing, procuring, 
aiding, * * *” release the Secretary from taking any punitive action against 
any person, firm, or corporation if such person, firm, or corporation did not know 
that such false making, issuing, causing, procuring was in violation of this act. 
The word “knowlingly” should be removed from this section in all places that 
it appears. 

Section 12, S. 3588, revised, states in part, “Any person who willfully violates 
the provisions of section 8, 9, 10, or 17, * * *.” As written, this means that the 
owner or operator must know that he is violating the provisions of this proposed 
law. The word “willfully” should be removed from that part of the sentence in 
line 4, page 12 of S. 3588, revised. Line 4, page 12, should read in part “Any 
person who violates any provisions of this Act * * *.” 

The number 16 has been omitted in line 5, page 12, section 12. 

Section 13, page 13, lines 2 to 7, inclusive, authorizes the Secretary to with- 
hold prosecution of any violations of this act if he deems that the public interest 
would be served by a written notice or warning, It is believed that line 4, page 
13 would clarify the authority of the Secretary by adding the word “minor.” 
Therefore, this line would read, “for the institution of injunction proceedings of 
minor violations of this.” 

Section 17 (a), S. 3588, revised, limits the scope of the act of June 25, 1938 
(52 Stat. 1040, ch. 675) as amended to the imports of poultry and poultry products. 

Section 18 (a), 8. 3588, revised, exempts all provisions of the act of June 25, 
1938 (52 Stat. 1040, ch. 675) as amended, except as provided by section 17 (a) 
of S. 3588, revised. 

No exemption should be made to the act of June 1938 (52 Stat. 1040, ch. 675) 
as amended, commonly known as the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

When products are inspected for wholesomeness and bear a stamp to that 
effect, that stamp means at that time and that time only. When inspected and 
passed poultry and poultry products are shipped from an official establishment, 
such poultry and poultry products divorce themselves from the inspecting 
agency. This poultry and poultry products then come under the jurisdiction 
of an agency of Government that is responsible for the sale to or purchase by 
the consumer of diseased, unwholesome, misbranded or adulterated food prod- 
ucts, namely, the Federal Food and Drug Administration for interstate com- 
merece and the corresponding enforcement agencies in the States for intrastate 
commerce. 

It is suggested that sections 17 (a) and 18 (a) of S. 3588, revised, be combined 
to read “This act shall not exclude any laws or amendments pertaining to the 
act of June 25, 1988 (52 Stat. 1040, ch. 675) or other laws pertaining to the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare or affecting or impairing any 
treaty of the United States.” 

Section 18 (b), 8S. 3588, revised, grants the Secretary permission to have ex- 
aminations, investigations, or inspections conducted by any officer or employee 
of a State for such purpose as he deems practicable. It should be set out in 
this section that such officer or employee of a State must be employed by the 
consumer protective agency of that State. 

It is felt that the act should become effective on July 1, 1957, if passed during 
the second session of the 84th Congress so that all poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts entering interstate commerce be inspected for wholesomeness not later 
than July 1, 1958. 

S. 3588, revised, still authorizes the Secretary to place mandatory poultry 
inspection into that branch of Agriculture that he deems practicable. This is 
in direct opposition to S. 3983 which mandates the Poultry Inspection Service 
to be integrated with the Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural Research 
Service. 

As chairman of the committee on meat and poultry inspection of the Associa- 
tion of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, I wish to refer to my state- 
ment read before your Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and general 
legislation om June 19, 1956, which stated that the association had passed reso- 
lutions favoring Senate bill S. 3176. Senator Murray, since his committee hear- 
ings on S. 3176, has seen fit to introduce S. 3983, and I feel that S. 3983 meets 
the requirements as set out-by the two resolutions passed by the members of the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States on May 7, 1956, at 
its 60th annual meeting at New. York, N, Y. 

L wish to further refer, in my statement; to the third paragraph in the second 
resolution, “Whereas, the holding or shipment of uneviscerated dressed poultry to 
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facilitate later evaluation for disease is repugnant and inconsistent with modern 
day sanitation concepts.” Therefore, any act dealing with inspection of poultry 
for wholesomeness must provide for ante mortem and post mortem inspection. 
The act must also provide for evisceration of poultry immediately after slaughter. 
Dressed poultry must not be shipped to another plant for evisceration. 

Even though I have given my views on S. 3588, committee revised print, as to 
the changes to make it a workable act and in conformity with other Federal and 
State food laws, I still feel that any act passed by the Congress of the United 
States concerning the health and welfare of the citizens of the United States 
must be placed under the jurisdiction of a consumer protective agency of the 
Federal Government, either the Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural Research 
Service, or the Food and Drug Administration, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. B. ScHLOoSsER, D. V. M. 
Chairman, Committee on Meat and Pouliry Inspection, 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States. 


WasuHineton, D. C., June 28, 1956. 
Senator EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation, 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CLEMENTS: Several days ago I called Mr. Kendall of the com- 
mittee staff to talk to him regarding the wording of the further proviso in section 
10 of S. 3588, the bill to provide for the compulsory inspection by the Department 
of Agriculture of poultry and poultry products. 

The further proviso in section 10 of S. 3588 as originally introduced would 
have the effect of exempting carriers from the coverage of all provisions of the 
act except those relating to inspection of records insofar as the bill applies 
to poultry products. My inquiry to Mr. Kendall was as to why the term “poul- 
try’’ should not have been used as well as the term “poultry products” in the 
proviso as it seemed to me the situation justifying the exemption of carriers 
from the coverage of all provisions of the act except those relating to inspec- 
tion of records in the case of the carriage of poultry products was substantially 
the same in the case of the carriage of poultry. 

Mr. Kendall informed me that the Department of Agriculture had recom- 
mended certain amendments to 8S. 3588, among them the elimination of the fur- 
ther proviso to section 10, which have been incorporated in a committee print 
and he suggested that I submit such comments as I might have regarding the 
bill, and in particular the amendments of the Department of Agriculture, to you 
in a letter. 

As 8. 3588 in its amended form would provide the transportation, or delivery, 
or receiving for transportation, of any poultry product unless it had been in- 
spected for wholesomeness and unless the shipping container and the individual 
consumer package were marked in accordance with the provisions of this act 
would be a prohibited act (sec. 8 (a)). Also, the transporting of any poultry 
Slaughtered for human food except between official establishments would be a 
prohibited act (sec. 8 (i) ). 

In the normal situation involving the carload shipment of poultry or poultry 
products by railroad the movements will be in refrigerator cars that the rail- 
roads will have spotted on the shipper’s siding and will have received back from 
the shipper only after the cars have been loaded, closed, and sealed. Thus, the 
railroad company would not have firsthand knowledge of whether the poultry 
or poultry products contained in a car delivered to it for transportation had been 
inspected and marked in accordance with the proposed law or not. The only way 
in which a railroad company could have such knowledge firsthand would be to 
assign an employee to check what went into each car as it was loaded. Such a 
requirement would be wholly impractical, wasteful, and unfair. The basic 
offenders would, of course, be those operating the poultry processing establish- 
ments where the inspection should take place. The sellers of such products at 
either wholesale or retail would be in very much the same position as the 
processors because they would necessarily know wheth*r the poultry they were 
selling had been properly inspected and marked. The transportation agency, 
however, would normally not have any such relationship with the transaction, 
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and certainly that would be so in the case of the common carrier railroad 
company. 

In view of that situation it seems to us that it is entirely reasonable and appro- 
priate that an exemption provision similar to that contained in the further 
proviso in section 10 of S. 3588 as introduced should be continued in the bill. 
However, as indicated earlier in this letter, it is believed that it would be appro- 
priate to include the word “poultry” as well as the words “poultry products” 
in this proviso. Section 10 would seem to be an appropriate place for the in- 
clusion of this proviso and would have the effect of leaving the requirement with 
respect to maintenance of records and granting of access to representatives of 
the Secretary of Agriculture applicable to carriers. 

We have noted that under section 12 the only person who would be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to fine and imprisonment would be one who 
willfully violates the provisions of this act. This probably provides reasonable 
protection for carriers acting in good faith, but in our view does not render 
unnecessary and inappropriate the suggested proviso. Apparently this also was 
the view of the authors of S. 3588 in its original form. In this connection the 
committee’s attention is directed to one more point. Frequently in statutes of 
this character the penalty provision is made applicable to persons who knowingly 
and willfully violate its provisions. It is noted that the word “knowingly” is 
employed in describing prohibited acts in subparagraph (c) and (d) of section 
8 but not in certain of other subparagraphs, such as (a) and (i) with which 
earriers are concerned. It would seem appropriate to add the words “knowingly 
and” before the word “willfully” in section 12 or to employ the word “know- 
ingly” in subparagraphs (a) and (i) and perhaps in other subparagraphs of 
section 8 in describing the prohibited acts. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded us to express our view with regard 
to S. 3588 and respectfully urge your careful consideration of the above sugges- 
tions. 

Very truly yours, 
Grecory 8. PRINCE, 
General Solicitor, Association of American Railroads. 


TRENTON, N. J., June 26, 1956. 
Senator Fart C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Poultry Inspection Legislatiton, 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Hon, Senator CLEMENTS: As per your request, I have reviewed the committee 
print of Senate 3588 and, with the approval of the executive board of the Associa- 
tion of State Public Health Veterinarians, wish to state that we are still firmly 
convinced that Senate 3588 is a very poor substitute, even as amended, for the 
very fine type of food regulatory bill as presented in the form of Senate 3983. It is 
quite interesting to our group to note the tremendous number of changes that 
are suggested by the Department of Agriculture in a rather weak attempt to make 
a weak, ineffectual bill somewhat more palatable to those interested in the public’s 
health. 

Section 4: Specifically, we feel that section 4 should be deleted. No reference 
to designated cities or areas should be allowed in any legislation which comes 
out. The Federal Government should control strictly interstate business and 
should leave local intrastate business to the jurisdiction of and control of local 
and State health authorities. The committee should note that it was due to the 
request by State authorities for Federal control on interstate business that there 
has been any form of bill presented to you. Initiation for compulsory interstate 
inspection of poultry did not arise with the United States Department of Agri- 
culture but with local-State health authorities. We therefore feel that our 
desires in this respect should be thought of and perhaps adhered to. 

Section 5: This new section with the addition of adulteration and the 
suggested changes at lines 8, 9, and 10 of the committee print, on page 4, changes 
nothing at all. It attempts to bring in the word “adulterated” but it does not 
provide for compulsory post mortem inspection of each individual carcass and 
most certainly does not provide for even a compulsory form of ante mortem inspec- 
tion. It merely provides that the Secretary may make or cause to make an exam- 
ination as he determines necessary. It is our feeling that any bill reported out 
should say specifically that suitable ante mortem of poultry about to be slaugh- 
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tered and a post mortem inspection of each carcass.and its viscera at the time of 
evisceration shall be made by an inspector employed by the Meat Inspection 
Branch and to specify as obtained in Senate 3983 and 3176, namely, that the 
Secretary must cause to be made post mortem examination of each carcass. While 
this does not obtain in the red-meat. inspection action, administration has pro- 
vided for it. Our feeling is, however, and particularly since the hearing and hear- 
ing the words of the Department of Agriculture spokesman that administration 
in the Secretary’s hands at this time and with the personnel that are presently 
available to do so may result in a very weak, unscientific, illogieal, and ethereal 
type of sampling basis inspection, the factual nature of which is open to question 
and the advisability of which is. not presently warranted nor is it desired by the 
consuming public or public health authorities. 

Section 6: Section 6 should be deleted in line with the comment with regard te 
section 4, 

Section 7: Section 7 is not in accord with long-established State food and drug 
regulations on labeling. The revision offered by USDA, on page 6, lines 18 to 24, 
appears to be another loophole to allow the Secretary to approve of the industry 
calling a product by a misleading name. In this connection, the feeling of our 
organization is that poultry should. be considered as. any other food and that 
therefore it should be subject to any and all restrictions applying to labeling, 
misleading adulteration, and deception which applies to any other food products. 
To allow a chicken breast to be sold which includes the backbone and upper legs 
and to have same labeled as chicken breast when more than half of the weight in 
some instances may actually be backbone and legs is certainly a fraud and decep- 
tion on the consuming public even though it may not have a public-health hazard 
attached to it. 

Sections 8 and 9: These sections should be corrected.to eliminate any reference 
to a designated city or area. 

Section 10: This section should likewise eliminate any reference to a designated 
area. It should be noted that our association is happy to see that the Department 
of Agriculture feels, in line with our previous testimony, that the evidence ob- 
tained from a party by means of his books should not be excluded in the criminal 
trial prosecution. 

Section 13: This section is superfluous.and is not needed considering the 
Administrative Procedures Act which covers all such likelihoods and, further, 
the presentation by oral means rather than written would leave the Department 
of Agriculture open to tremendous pressures that could result in a failure to ever 
prosecute. 

Section 16: This section refers to designated cities or areas and should be 
deleted. 

Section 18 (a): Legislation on poultry inspection should leave intact the 
responsibility and authority of Food and Drug Administration and Public Health 
Service of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Also, State and 
local agencies should retain authority as now exists with respect to red meat. 

Section 18 (b): This entire section is superfluous and objectionable. The 
idea of cooperation with States should be expected without mention of it in law 
unless the USDA intends to have a United States inspected legend placed on birds 
which have not in fact been inspected by- Federal employees. It would appear 
that the USDA is trying to undermine the entire object of the legislation, namely, 
to require compulsory inspection of poultry in interstate commerce by qualified 
Federal employees. It is interesting in this connection to note that State public- 
heaith veterinarians employed by State governments are those which are strongly 
objecting to suggestions to allow State inspections to be approved by the Federal 
Government. The Senate committee should realize that this must be some form 
of desire on the part of industry or the Department of Agriculture which is not 
substantiated by those who are most earnestly and intimately connected with 
the administration of State health programs and meat and poultry inspection 
programs on a State level. 

I should like to call to your attention that our stand is also approved by the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, who are those officials 
that work in food and drug work in the United: States exclusive of the Federal 
employees in this field. 

Section 21 (i): The term “inspector” should be amended as indicated in the 
testimony presented before your group to read as follows: 

“The term ‘inspector’ means an employee of the Meat Inspection Branch who 
is duly authorized to inspect live poultry or poultry products and perform other 
official duties relating to the carrying out of the provisions of this chapter.” 
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We appreciate this opportunity to submit these remarks to you and hope that 
they may be of some value. 
Respectfully submitted. 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE Pustic HEALTH VETERINARIANS, 
Oscark SUSSMAN, D. V. M., Secretary-Treasurer. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT FILED BY THE SOUTHEASTERN PourtTry & Hae 
ASSOCIATION 


We wish to give the Senate subcommittee on mandatory poultry inspection 
our additional views and reaction to the testimony given during the two hearings 
which have been held. 

We are still firmly of the opinion that no legislation should be passed at this 
session of Congress for the following reasons: 

1. The testimony has not been sufficiently adequate to justify Congress 
in taking the momentous step of incurring millions of dollars in expense to 
the Government and many more millions of dollars in added cost to be 
absorbed by a lower price to the farmer for his product or a higher price 
to the consumer. So serious and far-reaching a matter as the legislation 
proposed should not be taken lightly because of the general idea that it is 
a good thing to have this type of ‘mandatory inspection of poultry. 

2. Very little, if any, testimony was given which pointed out the actual 
value of post mortem and ante mortem examination to protect the publie, 
and no testimony has been given-to~point out how ante mortem inspection 
would be handled. 

3. No testimony was given which proved that the present sale of poultry 
in the United States to the consumer is in any degree a menace to the public. 
No incidents of damage were proven other than in the case of ornithosis in 
turkeys, where the hazard is in the handling and not in the eating. 

4. No testimony was given of the effect of mandatory inspection upon the 
small-business man. 

5. It is strange that two Government witnesses have testifiel that man- 
datory inspection is needed, but they did in no wise demonstrate to the sub- 
committee how and why individual bird inspection is necessary. What we 
are trying to say is that from information we have, the present post mortem 
examination under the voluntary plan is largely a mechanical operation 
which results in putting the Government stamp of approval on the product. 
The question is, Are we endeavoring to protect the public health, or are we 
applying a sales label to the product? 

6. Public Health Service has given no scientific testimony on the neces- 
sity of post mortem and ante mortem inspection. 

Now in view of the purposes of the witnesses which have been before you, 
we find one group in industry who operate under the voluntary plan. It is only 
natural that they would like to have the remaining 75 percent of the industry 
incur the same equipment and extra labor costs of slow operation in order to 
force this type of poultry to sell at higher prices. They were unable, however, 
to prove that poultry sold which is not processed under the voluntary plan is 
a hazard to the public. We find the Amalgamated Meat Cutter Union group 
encouraging mandatory inspection, basing their claim largely upon ornithosis in 
turkeys. They probably now recognize that this sourge comes in the handling 
and not in the eating, and must be controlled on the farms. We would respect- 
fully urge this group to join with us in urging farm control and field inspection. 

We further feel this matter so important as to justify. the subcommittee in 
having a technical investigation regarding the actual amount of inspection needed 
to guard the public health. Most all testimony seems to have had its foundation 
upon the personal desires for the poultry industry and not upon the practical 
side of inspection. All were ready to impose a huge expense upon the Goyern- 
ment for policy reasons only. 

We appeal to you and the members of the subcommittee to disregard all but 
the’ facts, and to demand proof of the necessity of each step in this proposed 
legislation. 

We do not feel entitled to object in this matter without a proposal ourselves. © 
In making this proposal, we do not ask that it be accepted upon the face of it, 
but we do ask that before action is taken, it be given full investigation as to its 
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feasibility. If it protects the public health sufficiently, the producer and the 
consumer will be millions and millions of dollars ahead in the end. 
Attached hereto you will find your plan. 


PROPOSAL BY THE SOUTHEASTERN POULTRY & EGG ASSOCIATION FOR MANDATORY 
POULTRY INSPECTION 


1. A compulsory provision for plant sanitation according to the rules and 
regulations to be set up by the Department of Agriculture. 

2. Provision for inspectors in larger plants to supervise general operations, 
sanitation requirements, and spot checking both ante mortem and post mortem 
as poultry is processed. Inspection by traveling inspectors of plans too small 
to justify full-time inspectors. 

3. Field inspection offices established particularly in areas of concentrated 
production. Provide for veterinarians to inspect poultry and turkey flocks, with 
the power to quarantine when necessary. Make it mandatory for flock owners 
to report to said field offices any outbreaks of contagious disease. Rules and 
regulations to be set up making this type of inspection practical. 

4. Provide research to develop the effect of poultry diseases upon humans. 

Until it is proven that bird-by-bird inspection ante mortem and/or post mortem 
is required to maintain health standards, same should not be imposed upon the 
industry because of costs involved. Congress cannot ignore infections taking 
place on the farm, particularly in turkeys, without actually endangering the 
public health. We believe these regulations sound and sufficient as an initial 
step for mandatory inspection. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., July 9, 1956. 
Senator EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Agriculture Research and General Legislative Subcommittee, 
Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR CLEMENTS: We submitted a statement on behalf of the social 
studies and legislative program committees of the American Association of Uni- 
versity Women on May 10, 1956, in support of S. 3176. 

We want you to know that the position of AAUW eontinues. in support of 
compulsory inspection of poultry moving in interstate ecommerce. We strongly 
urge passage of 8. 3983 and request that you make this statement a part of 
the official record of hearings on 8. 3983. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. Janet L. MacDonatp, 
Chairman, Social Studies Committee. 
IsaBEL H. KIpeney, 
Mrs. James W. Kideney, 
Chairman, Legislative Program Committee, American Association: 
of University Women. 


a 


Re 8. 3983 and S. 3588, poultry inspection bills. 
Cuicaco, It, July 10, 1956: 
SENATE COM MITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: At the conclusion of our presentation concerning the above bills 
on June 15, 1956, we were invited to submit a supplemental statement discussing 
the amendments proposed by the Department of Agriculture to S. 3588 and the 
testimony of industry representatives scheduled to be presented on June 26, 
1956. This letter constitutes our supplementary statement. 

The Department of Agriculture amendments actually change the original 
S. 3588 so that is more nearly in keeping with the provisions of S. 3988. We 
have no criticism of these amendments but still feel that the framework for 
effective poultry legislation is to be found only in S. 3983. 

On the matter of ante mortem and post mortem inspection, plant sanitation,. 
and sanitary practices, we believe that the provisions of S. 3983 are more 
definite and better calculated to protect the public health than are the loosely 
drawn discretionary provisions of 8. 3588. 

In our original presentation we pointed out some deficiencies of S. 3983 
and necessity for amendment thereto. We think an additional amendment is 
required to provide for exemptions to poultry slaughtered for consumption by 
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members of established religious groups which follow certain slaughtering 
and dietary practices. 

S. 3983 has no labeling provisions. We agree that proposed section 7 of 
S. 3588 contains worthwhile legislative suggestions. We would, however, advo- 
cate that both the name, address, and approved plant number of establish- 
ment should be spelled out in the label. We also agree with the representative 
of the Campbell Soup Co. that the provisions for appeal from the Secretary’s 
determination concerning label usage is cumbersome and unnecessary. 

Of greatest interest to us in the session of June 26 was the statement made 
in behalf of the Institute of American Poultry Industries. What was omitted 
in the statement was an explanation of why, in view of all the experience and 
know-how of the association, it required the expenditure of the resources of 
a labor union to smoke out the poultry industry to a point where it now makes 
public confession that it needs regulation under a mandatory inspection program. 

We think that the industry seeks too much credit for research in the pre- 
vention of occupational diseases among the workers we represent. It is our own 
experience that these programs would never have been undertaken but for the 
strong outcry raised by our union against industry indifference toward ornitho- 
sis (psittacosis) and similar occupational diseases. 

The institute spokesman also says: “We know of no instance where poultry 
has ever been seized because it was not wholesome at the time the United 
States Department of Agriculture inspection legend was placed on it.” 

This only indicates that he has not read the docket of the Federal Food and 
Drug Administration. 

We wish to express our appreciation and thanks to the committee for their 
interest in the bills before them, as well as to thank them for their courtesy 
in permitting us to express our views on this subject. 

If we may be of any service to the committee, we shall feel honored if the 
committee will so advise us. 

Respectfully yours, 
S. W. BARKER, 
Director, Poultry Department, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, 


TRENTON, N. J., July 14, 1956. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : With respect to the testimony which I presented on June 26, 1956, 
before the committee, approving in general S. 3588, I would like to add the 
following: At the suggestion of the committee, we have reviewed carefully the 
amendments suggested by the Department of Agriculture and we are in approval 
of these recommendations. 

Sincerely yours, 
NorTHEASTERN POULTRY PRODUCERS COUNCIL, INC., 
ANpDREW E. DanisH, President. 
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